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ABSTRACT

Self-efficacy, or belief in one's capacity for action, is regarded (Bandura, 1986, 1988, 1994)
as an important determinant of success in many things, including teaching. This thesis
investigated the teacher efficacy of primary school teachers for teaching in inclusive
classrooms. The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between teacher
efficacy for inclusive teaching and teachers' professional pathways (initial teacher education,
professional development, teaching experience and personal experience). It also looked at
teacher attitudes to students from different categories of special needs relative to teacher
efficacy. Previous research has demonstrated that teacher efficacy directly impacts student
performance and so the recognition of possible antecedents to high levels of teacher efficacy
is important.
The study was conducted utilising a mixed methods concurrent design to allow the use of
both quantitative and qualitative data. A random sample of schools from South West
Sydney and the lllawarra provided 50 participants who completed a written questionnaire.
The questionnaire collected data on teacher participation levels in initial teacher education,
professional development and independent research and training in inclusive education, as
well as the specific special needs content covered in their training. The data were analysed
and teacher efficacy scores were calculated to create two factors (student based efficacy
and inclusive class based efficacy). These data were analysed using ANOVA and t-tests to
discover whether higher amounts of experience and participation in training were reflected in
higher teacher efficacy levels. The qualitative data were analysed thematically.

The research found a wide range of teacher efficacy levels in regards to teaching in an
inclusive classroom, unexpectedly, the data tended towards the high end of the scale.
Teacher participation in independent training or research was found to be related to higher

Xll

teacher efficacy in inclusive teaching. No significant relationships were shown between
teacher efficacy and both initial teacher education and professional development.
Differences in teacher attitudes for different categories of students with special needs were
found relative to teacher efficacy levels.

Recommendation for further research and practice were given. This study's findings on the
ability of independent research or training to increase teacher efficacy levels suggest the
current professional development models for inc'lusive teaching should be reconsidered.
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1 INTRODUCTION
RATIONALE
In line with worldwide trends and the inclusive education movement, the education of
students with spedal needs alongs1ide their peers in general education classrooms
has increased dramatically over the past four decades in Australia (Ainscow & Cesar 2006,
Cook, Cameron, & Tankersley 2007; van Kraayenoord 2007). As the inclusive movement
continues to gain momentum throughout Australia, many more students who would have
previously been educated in segregated special schools are now being included in general
education classes ( Forlin, 2006).

As the student ability spectrum in a 'typical' classroom widens, the demand on teachers to
be able to offer effective pedagogy, programming and opportunities to cater to all students is
increased. As teachers face the realities of these classrooms there is a need to identify the
most effective traits for successful inclusive teaching. One aspect of teaching that has
shown to be a powerful influence in any classroom is teacher efficacy; the self-belief of a
teacher that they will be successful (Bronwell & Pajares 1999). Research has demonstrated
that high levels of teacher efficacy are positively correlated to the academic success of all
students (for example Ashton 1984; Bronwell & Pajares 1999; Haverback & Parault 2011 ).

BACKGROUND
It is argued that the most effective and equitable way to teach students of all abilities is in the
least restrictive environment (for example: Eshel, Katz; Gilat & Nagler 1994; Hegarty 2010).
Within Australia this is refleded in the inclus:ive education movement. Australian legislation,
polices and government reports recognise the need for schools to provide a quality
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education for all children (Pearce, Campbell-Evans & Gray 2010). Increasingly, the policy of
inclusive education has meant that all children are taught in the same classroom, regardless
of any special educational requirements. This philosophy amplifies the requirements of
classroom teachers to effectively address the educational needs of each child in increasingly
diverse classrooms (Paliokosta & Blandford 2010).

Research into effective, quality teaching is extensive. As a result of this research, teacher
efficacy has been identified as one of the few traits that is able to be consistently related to
increased student academic performance and effective teaching practices. Teacher efficacy
proposes that the level of a teacher's efficacy affects the amount of effort and persistence
they will exert in various teaching situations or challenges in the classroom (Poulou 2007).
(see also Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy 2000; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy 2001; Weber &
Omotaini 1994; Woolfolk & Hoy 1990). The importance of teacher efficacy on many aspects
of teaching and learning is evidenced in the large number of studies presented in the
literature. The studies identify a diverse range of efficacy amongst teachers and suggest a
number of variables that could affect teacher efficacy levels.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was to identify the current teacher efficacy levels for teaching in an
inclusive classroom of teachers in the South-West Sydney and lllawarra regions. It aimed to
examine the antecedents to teacher efficacy and investigate the relationship between initial
teacher education, in-service learning, independent research and training and professional
experience, and teachers' inclusive teaching efficacy. This research applies a broader
context to the term 'special needs' than many other studies as it includes students from a
non-English speaking background, students who are gifted and talented and various types of
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special needs. It utilises the data to examine attitudes towards different categories of
students against teacher efficacy levels in relation to inclusive teaching.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This study focused on three research questions and the associated hypotheses based on
the previous research literature on inclusive education and teacher efficacy.
1. What experience, pre-service training, independent research or training, and
professional development (professional pathways) do teachers have in inclusive
classrooms?
•

Pre-service training in inclusive classrooms will be low and the topics covered
will be limited.

•

The topics covered in professional development (in relation to inclusive
classrooms) will be limited.

2. What are teachers' perceptions of their abilities to effectively teach all students in an
inclusive classroom?
•

A wide range of teacher efficacy levels in relation to inclusive teaching will be
reported, tending to low.

•

Participants will report that their teaching is negatively impacted by an
inclusive classroom.

3. What are the relationships between aspects of teachers' professional pathways and
teachers' perceptions and teacher efficacy for teaching all students in an inclusive
classroom?
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•

Participants with greater teaching experience will have higher levels of
teacher efficacy for teaching in an inclusive classroom.

•

Participants with personal experience with people with special needs will have
higher levels of teacher efficacy for teaching in an inclusive classroom.

•

Participants with low levels of pre-service training in inclusive education will
have lower levels of teacher efficacy for teaching in an inclusive classroom.

•

Participants with greater levels of professional development in relation to
inclusive education will have higher levels of teacher efficacy for teaching in
an inclusive classroom.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

Building teacher capacity to provide high quality learning opportunities for all students is
beneficial to students, the school, and the community in general. Through the identification
of teacher background variables related to teacher efficacy in an inclusive classroom the
study may contribute to the development of recommendations for future teacher education
and professional development.
Teacher efficacy has not previously been investigated for inclusive education in New South
Wales primary schools. The inclusion of students from a non-English speaking background
and students who are gifted and talented is also a relative innovation to this area of study.
Increasing teacher efficacy ultimately impacts on student outcomes through higher
confidence levels and more positive attitudes.
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PERSONAL SIGNIFICANCE

As a pre-service (soon to be an early career) teacher the provision of quality teaching to all
students is of significant interest. Having experience in a number of classrooms through
professional experience and in a voluntary capacity, the researcher has had the opportunity
to watch a variety of teachers and their approaches to inclusive education. Each teacher has
their own unique technique, some of which are more successful than others. A range of
teacher efficacy levels have been observed from a teacher cohort of diverse experience and
age. I am interested to know how teacher efficacy is developed and the most effective way
of promoting my own teacher efficacy level for teaching in an inclusive classroom.

THE RESEARCH DESIGN

This study was conducted using a written questionnaire to collect both quantitative and
qualitative data. The questionnaire comprised four sections:

i.

It utilised an existing instrument: the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy 2001) to evaluate teacher efficacy for
inclusive teaching.

ii.

Demographic information about the teachers was collected including teaching
experience, teacher education (both pre and in-service) and personal experience.

iii.

A number of questions asked teachers to rank different categories of students on
how difficult or rewarding they are to teach. This section also asked teachers to
rank their opinions for support needs in an inclusive classroom and on their
professional development needs with regards to inclusive education.

iv.

Three open-ended questions elicited teachers' perceptions of the nature of an
inclusive classroom and its effects on their teaching.
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The use of survey research in the form of a self-administered questionnaire was selected
as the methodology for this study because of the ability to collect data from a widely
dispersed population. Questionnaires were also effective in providing rapid turnaround in
data collection in a time and financially constrained Honours study.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

There are a number of terms used throughout this study. This section will provide the
definitions as used in this study.

Inclusive education
According to the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (2003b p7)
inclusive education is:
A process of addressing and responding to the diversity of needs of all children,
youth and adults through increasing participation in learning, cultures and
communities, and reducing and eliminating exclusion within and from education.
It involves changes and modifications in content, approach, structures and
strategies, with a common vision that covers all children of the appropriate age
range and a conviction that it is the responsibility of the regular system to
educate all children.

Inclusive classroom
An inclusive classroom is one where students and staff alike recognise, appreciate and
capitalise on diversity so as to enrich the overall learning experience. Sapon-Shevin (2010)
defines it as a classroom where the needs of all students, regardless of ability, are met
academically and socially; where all the students are welcome, appreciated and valued.
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Special needs
Students with special needs are those who require extra support in school because of a
medical or developmental situation. For the purpose of this study students with special
needs includes students who - have a physical disability, have either mild or
moderate/severe intellectual disabilities, have been placed on the Autism Spectrum, who
come from a non-English speaking background, have a language processing disorder, have
diagnosed behavioural problems, are gifted and/or talented or who have another learning
disability.

Self-efficacy
Psychologist Albert Bandura ( 1994, 1995, 1997) defines self-efficacy as belief in our ability to
succeed in specific situations. It is the belief in one's ability to achieve a goal or outcome.

Teacher efficacy
Teacher efficacy is a teacher's beliefs that their teaching abilities can bring about student
learning or that their teaching can impact a student's achievement despite certain variables
such as a student's ability or environment (Woolfolk & Hoy 1990).

Mainstream School(ing)
A school which accepts enrolments from all students and is not classified as a special school
(see below) (Foreman 2011 ).

Special School
A school is identified as a special school if the sole or main purpose of the school (or standalone unit) is to provide education specifically suited to the additional support needs of
children and young persons selected for attendance at the school (or unit). Whilst most
special schools cater to students with disabling conditions (either physical or intellectual)
there are a smaller number of selective schools for gifted and talented students.
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OVERVIEW OF THE THESIS

The thesis contains the following chapters:

CHAPTER

2 - LITERATURE

REVIEW

This chapter reviews current relevant and seminal research conducted into teachers' selfefficacy and inclusive classrooms. It examines the history of inclusive education, selfefficacy and teachers' self-efficacy in the context of inclusive classrooms. Gaps in the
current literature are identified and the research questions guiding this study are presented.

CHAPTER

3-

METHODOLOGY

Chapter three presents the methodology of the study. It justifies the use of a mixed methods
research paradigm and outlines the research design applied. The research instruments are
described and the piloting process documented. It includes the method of recruiting
participants and administering the questionnaire; and describes the data analysis
procedures.

CHAPTER

4-

FINDINGS

Research results are presented in this chapter. Details of the data collected from the
questionnaire and resultant analyses are presented in tabular and graphical form. Excerpts
from the qualitative interviews are presented to highlight the findings from this phase of the
project.
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CHAPTER

5-

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Chapter five discusses the key findings of the study by addressing the research questions
that guided the project. Possible explanations to the findings are offered supported by the
literature and theory.

CHAPTER

6-

RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter presents a summary of the key findings of the study. Recommendations are
made for the support and development of teacher efficacy in regard to inclusive classrooms
and suggestions for future research are provided~ This chapter includes a concluding
statement for the study.

Literature
Review
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2 LITERATU ,RE REVIEW
INTRODUCTION

This project examined the relationships between teachers' professional pathways and their
efficacy levels when teaching in an inclusive classroom. It evaluated current efficacy levels
and identified relationships between teachers' experience and training and teacher efficacy.
Teacher attitudes on inclusive classrooms and students with special needs are described
and are compared for teachers with different levels of efficacy. Th,is chapter examines the
literature and research significant for understanding this domain. The research literature
framing this study has been carefully se,lected for its relevance and significance in
understanding the factors that shape and influence the realities of teacher efficacy in
inclusive classrooms

The review begins by examining the literature surrounding the inclusive education
movement. It then moves to elucidate the concepts of efficacy (both generail self-efficacy and
teacher efficacy) and to link this to relevant literature. Finally the research pertaining to
teacher efficacy in inclusive classrooms is reviewed and the gaps in current literature
identified. Drawing on the theory and literature reviewed, this chapter ends with a statement
of the research questions and hypotheses in the current study.
The next section provides contextual information on inclusive education. It reviews the
inclusive education movement debate ,in a historical context and examines the current issues
surrounding the implementation of inclusive education.
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INCLUSIVE EDUCATION
Within education the term inclusion assumes different meanings dependent on the context
and focus of the user (Graham & Sweller 2011 ). At the broadest definition, Booth (1999
p164) describes inclusion as
"an unending project, applying to all learners who are vulnerable to exclusion
from their local schools and to the construction of an education system that
recognises and is responsive to learner diversity within common groups"
Avramidis, Bayliss and Burden (2010) describe inclusion as embodying a wide range of
assumptions about the purpose and meaning of schools and as a term used to supersede
'integration' in educational discourse. According to Mitchell and Desaai (2005), inclusive
education policies enable everyone to be accorded equal status regardless of the level of
functioning or other personal characteristics that are associated with human beings, such as
disabilities or in other cases those children who are gifted and talented.
Hegarty (2010) argues that the term inclusion has become a pseudonym for good schooling
and thus a good school is an inclusive school. He goes on to purport that one may well
accept that these are characteristics of good schools, but if inclusion and inclusive schools
are to be useful terms they need a clear, specific domain of reference. In particular, they
have to signify something other than excellence in education or good schools.
A majority of the literature reviewed agrees that inclusion is an educational approach and
philosophy that provides all students with community membership and greater opportunities
for academic and social achievement (Avram id is, Bayliss & Burden 2000; Hegarty 201 O;
Michaliakis & Reich 2009; van Kraayenoord 2007). Inclusion is about making sure that each
and every student feels welcome and that their unique needs and learning styles are
attended to and valued.
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lnclus,ive education is a worldwide phenomenon widely advocated in the recent past
{Avramdis & Norwich 2010). It is a philosophy as well as a principle and/or practice that is
based on human rights and social justice. It advocates that children with special needs have
to be educated along with their normal peers in the regular classrooms. Brownlee and
Carrington (2000) argue that regular education was not designed to cater for exceptionality;
however as a consequence of the integration movement classrooms and pedagogies have
been forced to adapt. Traditional methods from special education have been implemented
within regular education to cater for diverse learners to enact inclusive education
philosophies (Brownlee & Carrington 2000).
On the ,ideological and pol.itical levels, the debate on inclusive education is fuelled by the fact
that persons with disabilities continue to live a more or less segregated life (Paliokosta &
Balandford 2010). Most frequenUy, this problem is attributed to the shortcomings of social
systems. One of the social systems most routinely held responsible is the educational
system (Graham & Sweller 2011; Habbis & Walter 2009; Paliokosta & Balandford 2010). It is
claimed that there is a close relationship between education and inclusion in society. Habbis
and Walter (2009) argue that education provides an opportunity for a better life, or is at least
a prerequisite towards a better life. They suggest this should be the case for everyone,
including those who are placed at a disadvantage by society because of social class, ethnic
belonging or disability.

There are current arguments that while inclusive practices may be effective for a small group
of students with disabilities, they may in fact be a barrier to learning for other students and
therefore undermine the intentions of current legislation and pO'licy (Hegarty 201 o;
Michailakis & Reich 2009). Similarly, attitudes toward inclusive schooling and the effective
education of diverse 1
learners may we'll be biased by experiences of traditional integration
practices {Farlin, Hattie & Douglas 1996). Michaliakis and Reich (201 O) explain that some
view successful inCllusive education as children sharing lessons where they are able to
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develop deeper mutual understandings of, or even sympathy with, each other, as well as
gaining the cognitive information and skills taught in the lesson. They then argue that
physical co-presence is not tantamount to communicative participation, and that just having
students with special needs in a classroom does not represent inclusion.

A

BRIEF HISTORY

Over the past 30 years the educational community has changed the manner in which
children with special needs are accommodated. The system has transitioned from a
segregation paradigm through integration to inclusion. In segregation, students with special
needs were accommodated in separate schools with no interaction with mainstream
students. In integration students spent some time in academic and social settings with
mainstream peers, and in inclusion students are involved in all aspects of schooling within a
mainstream setting (Avramidis & Norwich 2002) Where once a segregated education was
seen as the natural placement for many children and young people and any attempt to
establish mainstream provision for them evoked considerable opposition, it is now taken for
granted for many of this same group that they should be included in regular classrooms
(Hegarty 2010).

During the 1960s and 1970s, increasing criticism against the way children with disabilities
received education emerged in some developed countries such as New Zealand, the United
States and the United Kingdom which led the inclusive education movement (Ainscow &
Miles 2008). It was argued that providing education for pupils with disabilities in a
segregated setting was unjust and did not reflect the best educational practice (Michailakis &
Reich 2009). Normalisation and integration were formulated as objectives of educational
policy and so the worldwide change to inclusive education began. O'Brian and Ryba (2005)
argued that, from a historical perspective, the education of children with special needs went
through several stages before other people, including the teachers could effectively
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conceptualise how this category of children could be fully included into the mainstream
education system.
Philosophies regarding the education of children with special needs have changed
dramatically over the past two decades. Conceptually, inclusive education first emerged as
the goal of equal access to mainstream education for students with disabilities.
Mainstreaming has been embodied in legislation in the USA since 1975 and the UK's
Education Act since 1981 (O'Brien & Ryba 2005). While Australia does not have specific
legislation that mandates educational integration, national education policies do exhort soc.ial
justice and equity for all students. This is reflective of the central tenant of the Adelaide
Declaration of the National Goals for Schooling in the Twenty-first Century that "schooling
should be socially just" (MCEECDYA 1999).
Internationally, inclusion has been stated as an educational goal of UNESCO. The
Salamanca Statement and Framework for Action (UNESCO 1994, Art. 2) asserts that:
"Regular schools with inclusive orientation are the most effective means of combating
discrimination, creating welcoming communities, building an inclusive society and achieving
education for all." The adoption of this Statement was a turning point in the debate on
inclusive education and the beginning of the concept of inclusion as a replacement for
integration.

The Salamanca Statement
In June 1994 representatives of 92 Governments and 25 international organisations formed
the World Conference on Special Needs Education, held in Salamanca, Spain. They
constructed a new Statement on the education of children with a disabilty which called for
inclusion to be the norm throughout the world (UNESCO 1994). In addition, the Conference
adopted a new Framework for Action, the guiding principle of which is that ordinary schools
should accommodate all children, regardless of their physical, intellectual, social, emotional,
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linguistic or other conditions. The Framework asserts that all educational policies should
stipulate that children with a disability attend the neighbourhood school 'that would be
attended if the child did not have a disability'. The Statement also calls on the international
community to endorse the approach of inclusive schooling and to support the development
of special needs education as an integral part of all education programs (UNESCO 1994).
The Salamanca Statement has provided a powerful instrument for innovations in the field of
inclusive education and has formed the argument for the rights basis of inclusion
(Wertheimer 1997).
The Salamanca Statement identifies inclusive education as the leading principle in special
needs education and states that "those with special educational needs must have access to
regular schools which should accommodate them within a child-centred pedagogy capable
of meeting these needs" (UNESCO 1994, p8). Inclusive education is regarded as the most
effective means of combating discriminatory attitudes and, moreover, to "provide an effective
education to the majority of children and improve the efficiency and ultimately the cost
effectiveness of the entire education system." (UNSCO 1994, p9). The Statement is guided
by the idea that the school system must actively adapt itself to the individual learning
conditions of children with special educational needs in order to enable them to realise their
potentials.

The Adelaide Declaration
Within Australia, education polices of inclusion have been driven by the Adelaide
Declaration. The Adelaide Declaration on the National Goals for Schooling in the Twenty-first
Century is regarded as one of the key documents in inclusive education in Australia (van
Kraayenoord 2007). This document was signed by all Government Ministers of Education in
Adelaide in 1999 and identifies the common and agreed goals for schooling. The declaration
describes socially just schooling as
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"free from the effects of negative forms of discrimination based on sex,
language, culture and ethnicity, religion or disability; and of differences arising
from students' socio-economic background or geographic location"
(MCEECDYA 1999).
This definition is in line with the one adopted by this study. It has been used by Education
authorities to guide the desired outcomes for students. One of the central principles of the
Declaration is that schooling should be socially just. This tenet has been adopted by
Commonwealth, State and Territory education departments as the cornerstone of their
inclusive education policies (van Kraayenoord 2007). The Adelaide Declaration has since
been superseded by the Melbourne Declaration of 2008. However the issues of inclusive
education have not been explicitly addressed and the Adelaide Declaration remains the
guiding principle in Australian inclusive education.

Legislation
In Australia, as well as internationally, the move towards inclusion has increasingly been
seen as a right for individuals. This has been further facilitated by Federal legislation with the
passing of the Education Act 1989, Anti-Discrimination Act 1991, Disability Services Act
1992 and the Disability Discrimination Act in 1992. Only in exceptional circumstances can
schools now use the legal provision of unjustifiable hardship to deny access to students
otherwise eligible to enrol at that school. Such hardships are usually interpreted as those
being faced by the school in making required provisions to accommodate the child with
special needs. The Disability Discrimination Act (2008) offers the following examples of
unjustifiable hardship: cost - Sometimes the cost of an obligation is so high that it is not
possible for an Education to fulfil it, safety - Sometimes carrying out an obligation might put
other people at risk.
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While there is no federal legal mandate regarding educational provision for students with
disabilities, the government has continued to undertake educational reviews at a national
level and to make strong suggestions for implementing change. These legislated acts are
designed to protect the rights of those at risk of under-participation and under-achievement.
Each State or Territory has its own educational department and it is within these that
inclusive educational policies are created.

PREVALENCE OF STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS

In line with the aims of the inclusion movement, the prevalence of students with special
needs has increased in mainstream classrooms (Graham & Sweller 2011 ). Graham and
Sweller (2011) reported that it is difficult to find detailed statistical information on numbers of
students enrolled in regular classes with identified special needs. Through their analysis of
the New South Wales government budget papers they were able to ascertain that there has
been a significant growth in the number of students in government schools with a confirmed
disability diagnosis. In the 1997-1998 financial year the number of students eligible for
support was 0.58% of enrolments. This figure rose each year and in 2006-2007 this category
of students represented 3.5% of total enrolments. This represents an enrolment of 25,852
students with identified special needs for the 2006-2007 period as shown in Figure 2.1.
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THE BENEFITS OF INCLUSIVE EDUCATION

Advocates of inclusive education posit that when a student with special needs is placed into
a regular classroom there are many benefits for both students with special needs and
regular students.

Student Benefits
Having students with special needs in a regular classroom has been identified as beneficial
to both the students with special needs and regular students (Acedo 2008). Research has
shown that students with special needs who are taught in inclusive classrooms have more
engaged instructional time and have greater exposure to academic activities (Salend 2001).
Acedo (2008) posits that students who are fully included benefit from the academic standard
that is set in the classroom for the age group being taught.
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The student with special needs is able to develop relationships with their classroom peers.
This allows for the student with special needs to have role models for correct behaviour. The
general education student also benefits from understanding people with disabilities.
"Academic benefits for general education students include having additional special
education staff in the classroom, providing small-group, individualized instruction, and
assisting in the development of academic adaptations for all students who need them"
(Hines, 2001, p3). General education students in a full inclusion setting learn to understand
that students with special needs are a part of the community and can contribute their unique
gifts and talents.

Issues in Inclusive Education
While the concept of inclusive education is founded on the principles of human rights, quality
of life and equality for all (Renzaglia et al 2003), there is still significant tension amongst key
stakeholders including legislators, teachers, parents and students as to whether it is the best
option for students with special needs. Critics of the inclusive education movement argue
against the central assumption of inclusion that "most, if not all, children with disabilities can
be best taught in the regular classroom" (Minke et al 1996, p153).

Teaching Issues
Teaching in an inclusive classroom can present additional challenges to an already
demanding job. Studies have identified a number of aspects of inclusion that have been
flagged as potential barriers to its successful implementation. For inclusion to be effective it
is vital that the classroom teachers are positive about both the concept of inclusion and their
ability to implement it (Moe et al 2010).
Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) synthesised twenty-eight studies on teachers' attitudes to
inclusion. The research included 6459 general education teachers and 1173 special
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education teachers from the United States, Canada and Australia. They found while
approximately two thirds of general classroom teachers supported the concept of inclusive
education, the number that would choose to teach an inclusive classroom was considerably
less Oust under one third). A smaller number were willing to include students with disabilities
in their own classes, but responses appeared to vary according to the category of special
needs and implicit obHgations placed on the teacher. Although about half or more of the
teachers felt that mainstreaming/inclusion could provide some benefits, only one third or less
of teachers believed they had sufficient time, skills, training, or resources necessary for
mainstreaming/inclusion.
Further, it seems clear that teacher attitudes toward inclusion are mediated by teacher
perception of the time and effort necessary for implementation (see also Scruggs &
Mastropieri 1996). For example, general education teachers in the Hardy (2001) and Allsopp

( 1997) research stated that the inclusion procedures would be too costly in terms of time and
effort to implement independently.
In an over-crowded curriculum, the requirement for instructional differentiation to cater for all
students in an inclusive classroom is seen as an issue by some teachers. Research by
Armani, Mastropieri, and Scruggs (2001) and Scanlon, Deshler, and Schumaker (1996)
suggests that teachers may feeil that techniques promoting inclusion success interfere with
the demand for extensive content coverage (see also Bulgren & Lenz 1996).

Student Issues
The concept of inclusive education has the most dramatic effect on the students enrolled in
the mainstream schools. Whilst (as discussed above) many researchers and advocates
argue the benefits of inclusive education for students, there are also those who illustrate the
negative aspects.

Lindsay and Dockrelll (2000) found that the self-esteem of children with special needs was
lower when taught in an inclus1
ive classroom than was that in students from special schools.
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The same study also found a higher prevalence of behavioural problems in the special
needs group researched (children with speech and language difficulties) when they were
placed in mainstream classrooms. These children may be considered likely to have more
negative self-perceptions for three reasons: firstly, the effects of failure at school and
associated negative feedback, secondly the stigmatising effects of being singled out and
labeled as different, and thirdly effects specific to the nature of communication difficulties.
Another issue identified is that of the students' belief in their academic ability. Eshel, Katz,
Gilat, and Nagler (1994), for example, report that pupils aged between 9 and 12 years in
special classes had higher self-perceived academic competence than a sample matched for
academic ability in mainstream classes. Children's self-perceptions are likely to be
influenced not only by the objective reality of their academic performance but also by the
behaviour of others on the basis of that performance. When they are placed in a classroom
of students with similar ability they are less likely to have a low level of confidence in their
academic ability.
Lindsay (2003) identifies another disadvantage to students with special needs in inclusive
classrooms. He argues that services that would normally be provided as part of the
curriculum in schools are not available in mainstream schools. Services such as
occupational therapy, speech therapy, adapted P.E. are not commonly available in
mainstream schools but often form part of an adapted curriculum in special needs schools.

Salends and Duhaney (1999) discussed the implications of inclusive classroom on the other,
students without special needs in the class. They argue that the extra teacher time and
attention required by these students detracts from the quality of education provided to the
mainstream children. Fuchs and Fuchs (1994) posit that as mainstream teachers devote
more time to the students with special needs in their classrooms, there is a recognised
decrease in time spent in individual instruction with other students.
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For inclusive education to be successful there must be a commitment from all involved to
develop classrooms and classroom practices that are responsive, supportive and equitable
(van Kraayenoord 2007). The emphasis falls on the inclusive classroom teacher to ensure all
students are provided with an effective education. Studies (for example Poulou 2007;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy 2001; Weber & Omotaini 1994; Woolfolk & Hoy 1990) have
identified a teachers confidence, or efficacy, is significantly related to student achievement.
The next segment of the literature review examines the research relating to efficacy.

SELF-EFFICACY

This section explores the theoretical framework of self-efficacy. It begins by examining social
cognitive theory which forms the basis of Bandura's work on self-efficacy. Bandura's theories
are discussed and linked to current research on efficacy and teacher efficacy. Literature on
the levels of efficacy held and how efficacy is developed is synthetised and reviewed. A
history of the methods used for measuring efficacy is presented at the conclusion of the
chapter.

SOCIAL COGNITIVE THEORY

Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997) is based on a view of human agency in
which individuals are agents proactively engaged in their own development and can make
things happen by their actions. Central to this is the fact that, among other personal factors,
individuals possess self-beliefs that enable them to exercise a measure of control over their
thoughts, feelings, and actions, that "what people think, believe, and feel affects how they
behave" (Bandura 1986, p25). Bandura provided a view of human behaviour in which the
beliefs that people have about themselves are critical elements in the exercise of control and
personal agency. Therefore in this theory individuals are viewed both as products and as
producers of their own environments and of their social systems (Bandura 1986).
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Bandura (1986) posited that the way in which humans function is the product of interactions
between personal, behavioural and environmental influences. This formed the foundation of
the concept of reciprocal determinism and is at the centre of Bandura's social cognitive
theory. Bandura (1986) explained social cognitive theory as the view that (a) personal
factors in the form of cognition, affect, and biological events, (b) behaviour, and (c)
environmental influences create interactions that result in a triadic reciprocity. In general,
Bandura provided a view of human behaviour in which the beliefs that people have about
themselves are key elements in the exercise of control and personal agency and in which
individuals are viewed both as products and as producers of their own environments and of
their social systems.

Of all the thoughts that affect human functioning, and forming the central tenet of social
cognitive theory, are self-efficacy beliefs, "people's judgments of their capabilities to organize
and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of performances"
(Bandura 1986, p391 ). Self-efficacy beliefs provide the foundation for human motivation,
well-being, and personal accomplishment. This is because unless people believe that their
actions can produce the outcomes they desire, they have little incentive to act or to
persevere in the face of difficulties (Bandura 1997). The next section explores the work of
Bandura on self-efficacy.

BANDURA AND SELF- EFFICACY

Much of the work on self-efficacy has been written by Albert Bandura. There is not a wide
range of current literature which expands on the theoretical context of Bandura's original
works and thus the range of referees in this section is limited.
According to Bandura's (1997) theory of social cognition, self-efficacy is the most powerful
predictor of motivation and behaviour. Bandura described self-efficacy as a person's belief
in their competency to do a particular task. Additionally, Bandura (1997) asserted that an

26

important relationship exists among self-efficacy, knowledge/skill level, and behaviour. An
individual's intention to perform a specific behaviour will depend upon them possessing the
knowledge/skills needed to obtain the desired goal as well as having a belief that they can
be successful in the performing the behaviour (Bandura 1997). Bandura (1986) also argued,
that simply having the knowledge/skills to complete a task does not guarantee the individual
will actually go ahead and perform the task. It is self-efficacy that creates the important link
between knowing what to do and actually doing it.
Bandura (1997) defined self-efficacy as a two-component construct that includes:(a) a
general outcome expectancy, or a belief that one's actions will lead to desired outcomes, and
(b) a personal self-efficacy, or a belief that one has the necessary skills to bring about those
desired outcomes. Soodak and Podell (1996) describe the two components as working in
tandem; the confidence one has that behaviour will lead to outcomes, together with the
confidence one has in one's own ability to perform the behaviour, combine in determining
one's actions.
Bandura asserted that it is self-efficacy beliefs that are the strongest predictors of human
motivation and future behaviour (Bandura 1997). He posited that behaviour, personal
factors, and environment all interact in a triangular model called "reciprocal determinism"
(Bandura 1986). As Pajares (1996) explains "how individuals interpret the results of their
performance informs and alters their environments and their self-beliefs, which in turn,
inform and alter subsequent performances" (p544). According to Bandura (1997) selfefficacy beliefs influence:

(a) The choices that individuals make and their future course of action
I

(b) How much effort a person will expend on a particular activity,
(c) How long a person will persevere when confronted with obstacles, and
(d) The degree of resilience.
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THE IMPORTANCE OF SELF-EFFICACY

According to Bandura (1994) people with a strong sense of self-efficacy have characteristics
that allow them to succeed in tasks. A strong sense of efficacy enhances human
accomplishment and personal well-being in many ways (Bandura 1994 ). People with strong
beliefs in their abilities approach difficult tasks as challenges to be mastered rather than as
threats to be avoided. They set themselves challenging goals and maintain a strong
commitment towards their completion (Pajares 1996). They do not give up easily and rather
intensify and sustain their efforts when faced with possible failure. They are res.ilient and
quickly recover their sense of efficacy after failures or setbacks. A high level of self-efficacy
is important as it produces personal accomplishments, reduces stress and lowers
vulnerability to depression (Bandura 1994).
The higher the sense of self-efficacy, the greater the effort, persistence, and resilience in
activities pursued (Bandura 1997). Whereas low self-efficacy beliefs foster thinking that
things are tougher than they are, which in turn cultivates feelings of stress and depression,
high self-efficacy helps to promote feelings of competency in approaching difficult tasks
(Pajares 1996). Bandura's social cognitive theory suggests that individuals pursue
activities/situations in which they feel competent and avoid situations in which they doubt
their capability to perform successfully (Bandura 1995, 1997).
Self-efficacy beliefs influence motivational and self-regulatory processes in several ways.
They influence the choices people make and the courses of action they pursue (Pajares
2003). Most people engage in tasks in which they feel competent and confident and avoid
those in which they do not. Bandura states that beliefs of personal competence also help
determine how much effort people will expend on an activity, how long they will persevere
when faced with difficulties, and how resilient they will prove in the face of adverse
situations. He goes on to argue that the higher the sense of efficacy, the greater the effort,
persistence, and resilience. Bandura (1997) argued that there are four sources of self-
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efficacy and each plays a different role in the development of self-efficacy, these are
discussed in the next section.

THE SOURCES OF SELF EFFICACY
Bandura (1997) proposed that there are four general sources of efficacy building information:
verbal persuasion, vicarious experiences, physiological arousal, and mastery experiences. A
summary of Bandura's notions on the sources of self-efficacy follows (Bandura, 1988, 1994,
1997).

Mastery Experiences
The first and foremost source of self-efficacy is through mastery experiences. Nothing is
more powerful than having a direct experience of mastery to increase self-efficacy. Mastery
refers to achieving success at a certain task. Having success in mastering a task or
controlling an environment, will build self- belief in that area whereas a failure will undermine
that efficacy belief. To have a resilient sense of self-efficacy requires experience in
overcoming obstacles through effort and perseverance. Mastery is achieved when people
experience success at performing at least portions of a task. It serves to convince them that
they have what it takes to achieve increasingly difficult accomplishments of a similar kind.

Vicarious Experiences
The second source of self-efficacy comes from observation of people. This is especially true
of people considered as role models (Bandura 1977). Seeing similar people similar succeed
by their sustained effort raises beliefs in capabilities to master the activities needed for
success in that area. People observe others perform a task that they are attempting to learn
or visualize themselves performing successfully. Role-modelling can provide people with
ideas about how they could perform certain tasks and inspire their confidence that they can
act in a similarly successful manner. Individuals may learn and become more confident from
observing both the successes and failures of others, as long as they feel confident that they
can avoid repeating the errors they observe.

Verbal Persuasion
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Influential people such as parents, teachers, managers or colleagues can strengthen beliefs
in the ability to succeed. Being persuaded that a person is in possession of the capabilities
to master certain activities means that when problems arise during the course of that activity
the levels of effort employed are higher and better able to be sustained. The
encouragement and praise of individuals for their competence and ability to improve their
effectiveness has been shown to increase efficacy. Positive self-talk can also raise selfefficacy. Regardless of its source, verbal persuasion is most likely to increase self-efficacy
when it is perceived as credible and emphasises how success results from devoting
sufficient effort to mastering acquirable skills, rather than depending upon inherent talent.

Emotional & Physiological States
The emotional and physiological state influences how self-efficacy is judged. Depression, for
example, can dampen confidence in capabilities. Stress reactions or tension are interpreted
as signs of vulnerability to poor performance whereas positive emotions can boost
confidence.
The concept of self-efficacy has been applied to teaching and is explained below.

TEACHER EFFICACY

Ashton and Webb (1986) extended Bandura's social learning theory to define teacher
efficacy. Teacher efficacy, according to these theorists, also has two dimensions: (a) general
teaching efficacy, or the beliefs that teaching can impact a student's achievement despite

certain variables such as a student's ability or environment; and (b) personal teaching
efficacy, or the beliefs that one's teaching abilities can bring about student learning. Thus,

personal efficacy is more specific and individual than a belief about what teachers in general
can accomplish (Tschannen- Moran & Hoy 2001 ).
According to Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy (2001) teacher efficacy is a judgement
about capabilities to influence student engagement, learning and achievement. This applies
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even to students who may be difficult to teach and/or engage or who are unmotivated. This
is reflected in the extent to which a teacher believes they can control or modify the learning
environment (Almog & Shechtman 2007). Bandura (1997) posited that teachers who have a
high sense of teaching efficacy perceive any student's difficulties in completing a task as
being modifiable, they have a strong belief in their own ability to evoke positive change in
their students and are proactive in working towards that change.
Moe, Pazzaglia and Ronconi (2010, p1146) argue "A teacher's efficacy can be defined as a
situation-specific confidence to be able to help students learn and to influence their
achievement and motivation". A teacher may have high teacher efficacy when teaching a
classroom of English speaking students who are all working at or above the expected level.
However, if that teacher were to be presented with a classroom of diverse students with
some students from a non-English speaking background and some students with special
needs, their efficacy level may be lower. Or, if a highly efficacious English teacher were
asked to teach mathematics, their efficacy level would be expected to drop. Bandura (1997}
explained this as teacher efficacy is being context and subject-matter specific.

THE IMPORTANCE OF TEACHER EFFICACY

Teacher efficacy is one of the few teacher characteristics consistently related to effective
teaching practices and student learning (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy 2000; Poulou 2007;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy 2001; Weber & Omotaini 1994; Woolfolk & Hoy 1990). The
importance of teacher efficacy for many aspects of teaching and learning is evidenced in the
large number of studies presented in the literature.

It is suggested in the literature that teacher efficacy may provide the basis for critical
instructional decisions including utilising effective questioning techniques, innovative
pedagogy and classroom management strategies (Gibson & Dembo 1984; Milner 2oo ;
2
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Saklofske, Hichayluk & Randhawa 1988; Woolfolk, Rosoff & Hoy 1990). Coladarci (1992)
found that teacher efficacy is a strong predictor of commitment to teaching and this has also
been reflected in other studies (Allinder 1994; Ashton 1984; Ashton and Web 1986). Allinder
(1994) concluded that teachers with a higher sense of efficacy exhibit more enthusiasm
about teaching. Other studies have found that teachers with high teaching efficacy tend to
experiment with pedagogy, assessment strategies and seek out new and improved teaching
methods (Allinder 1994; Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy 2000; Guskey 1988; Milner 2002;
Stein & Wang 1988) thus enriching learning for their students.
The relationship between the efficacy belief of teachers and the achievement of students has
been analysed in many studies (Ashton 1984; Gibson and Dembo 1984; Goddard, Hoy, &
Woolfolk-Hoy 2000; Ramey-Gassert and Shroyer 1992) High levels of teacher efficacy have
also been linked to an increase in student self-efficacy and student motivation (Moore &
Esselman 1994; Weber & Omotani 1994). Teachers with a high sense of efficacy use praise
more often than criticism when providing student feedback, persevere more with "low
achievers", spend more time monitoring student performance, and spend more time on class
preparation and paperwork than do teachers with low efficacy (Allinder 1994; Gibson &
Dembo 1984). Teachers with higher levels of efficacy were less critical of students when
they made errors (Ashton & Webb, 1986), less inclined to refer a difficult student to special
education (Meijer & Foster 1988; Podell & Soodak 1993; Soodak & Podell 1994 ), and more
willing to support and cope with students' emotional and behavioural issues.

MEASURING TEACHER EFFICACY

The measurement of teacher efficacy is strongly represented in the literature (for example
Pajares 2003; Tschannen-Moran & Johnson 2011; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy 2001 ).
The deve.l opment of a successful instrument to capture the required measurements has
evolved over the past three decades and has now reached a point where a reliable and valid
instrument has been created (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy 2001 ). This measurement
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tool has been utilised in this study as part of the research instrument. This instrument
assesses a broad range of capabilities that teachers consider important to quality teaching of
students with and without disabilities (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001 ). The
development of the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale is described below.
Gibson and Dembo (1984) used the theoretical underpinnings of Bandura's (1997) social
cognitive theory in collaboration with the work from previous studies to develop their teacher
efficacy instrument. This instrument has been used by numerous researchers to investigate
the influence of teachers' sense of efficacy on their teaching behaviours and attitudes, the
impact on student achievement, and on the relationship of teacher efficacy to school
structure and climate (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy 2002). The instrument was
developed to assess what were thought to be the two aspects of teacher efficacy (personal
teaching efficacy and general teaching efficacy). The instrument created by Gibson and
Dembo (1984) initially contained 30 items that were narrowed to 16, and the resulting
instrument has been used extensively in research studies of teacher efficacy (Soodak &
Podell 1993, Tschannen-Moran, Hoy & Hoy 1998, Woolfolk & Hoy 1990).

Initially, research on teacher efficacy was hindered by construct validity, reliability, and
measurement problems (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy & Hoy 1998). Pajares (1997) identified a
number of concerns that the teacher efficacy measurement instruments were ignoring
including: the definition and aspects of teacher efficacy; understanding the contributing
factors of high teacher efficacy; efficacy in relation to teaching behaviours and the influence
that teacher efficacy has on students' beliefs and achievements. The perceived weaknesses
of teacher efficacy scales have resulted in several researchers developing instruments to
more effectively measure aspects of teacher efficacy. Guskey and Passaro further
developed the Gibson and Dembo (1984) teacher efficacy scale and produced their own 16
item scale. However, data analysis of data highlighted that it was external and internal
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control orientation rather than the desired efficacy constraints that were measured (Fives
2003).

The next step in constructing an effective instrument to measure teacher efficacy was taken
by Tschannen-Moran and colleagues (1998). Their model suggested that a measure that
has strong validity and reliability must first assess personal competence but also should
analyse tasks in terms of resources and constraints of teaching context. Tschannen-Moran
and Woolfolk-Hoy (2001 ), based on the work of Pajares (1996) developed an efficacy
instrument, the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale. This instrument included items referring
to the tasks teachers face in school.

The final step in the construction of a valid and reliable instrument was directed by a team of
researchers from Ohio State University. After exploring several formats of efficacy scales,
the research team developed a new efficacy scale based on Bandura's scale but including
an expanded list of teacher capabilities (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001 ). The new
measure, the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale, initial.ly contained 52 items assessing the
full range of teaching tasks and capabilities. After further refinement through testing, the final
instrument was comprised of two forms: a long form with 24 items and a short form with 12
items. The instruments could appropriate,ly be used for assessing the efficacy beliefs of both
pre-service and in-service teachers. Three dimensions of efficacy are assessed: instructional
strategies, student engagement, and classroom management representing the richness of
teachers' work and the requirements for effective teaching.
As with self-efficacy there are four sources of teacher efficacy (Bandura 1986, 1997).
Although the sources are essentially the same, the context and experiences which build
teacher efficacy are specific to the teaching profession and are discussed in the next
section. The sources of teacher efficacy are particularly relevant to this study as it examines
the relationships between teachers' experience, training and teacher efficacy.
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SOURCES OF TEACHER EFFICACY

The four sources of self-efficacy interact within the teaching domain to form the construct of
teacher efficacy. These efficacy beliefs are neither necessarily mutually exclusive nor
independent. Woolfolk, Rosoff and Hoy (1990) posit that an effective teacher usually has a
strong belief in their capability to exercise control over their emotions, behaviour, and
thinking, and is secure in the.ir be.liefs about their capacity to teach effectively in culturally
appropriate ways.

Mastery Experience
Of the four major influences on teaching efficacy the most powerful is mastery experiences.
For teachers this comes from actual teaching accomplishments with students (Bandura,
1997). Efficacy beliefs are raised if a teacher perceives her or his teaching performance to
be a success, which then contributes to the expectations that future performances will likely
be proficient. Efficacy beliefs are lowered if a teacher perceives the performance a failure,
contributing to the expectation that future performances will also fail (Almog & Shechtman
2007).

Verbal Persuasion
Within a teaching context, verbal persuasion has to do with verbal interactions that a teacher
receives about his or her performance and prospects for success from important others in
the teaching context, such as administrators, colleagues, parents, and members of the
community at large (Bandura 1977).

Vicarious Experiences
Vicarious experiences are those in which the target activity is modelled by someone else.
For teaching this could be observing another teacher, team teaching or professional
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learning. Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy (2006) suggest the impact of the modelled
performance on the observer's efficacy beliefs depends on the degree to which the observer
identifies with the model. While vicarious experiences are usually weaker than direct
experiences, they are further strengthened by deliberate strategies which encourage the
observer to self-reflect on their personal beliefs about competence and capability in similar
situations (Bandura, 1997).

Psychological and Emotional
Psychological and emotional arousal also adds to a feeling of capability or incompetence.
The feelings of joy or pleasure a teacher experiences from teaching a successful lesson may
increase her sense of efficacy, yet high levels of stress or anxiety associated with a fear of
losing control may result in lower efficacy beliefs (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy 2006).
Emotional and physiological arousal impairs or enhances efficacy beliefs, and thereby
influences subsequent performance. Teachers' emotions and moods are persuasive as a
source of information that influences efficacy judgements (Bandura 1997, 1994). Mood
despondency, anxiety, and depression are likely to have a negative effect on efficacy in that
the teacher is less likely to believe they are capable of making a difference in challenging
situations.
Levels of teacher efficacy have been shown to be context related (Moe, Pazzaglia &
Ronconi 2010). Tschannen-Moran & Johnson (2011) reported on the results of their study
into literacy teachers' efficacy beliefs. They found that the context in which a teacher builds
their efficacy plays an important role in the further development of efficacy beliefs. The
career stage of the teacher, availability of resources, the quality of the curriculum and
student related factors such as ability level, socio-economic status, motivation and the
prevalence of special needs were found to effect a teacher's efficacy beliefs (TschannenMoran & Johnson 2011; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy 2006). Weak relationships were
found between pre-service education and professional development and teacher efficacy.
Interestingly, this study found that length of teaching experiences was unrelated to teachers'
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efficacy. A teachers' efficacy is one of the key characteristics that predicts teaching ability:
those who are confident they can positively impact on student achievement are more likely
to teach effectively (Poulou 2007).
Studies into the context specificity of teacher efficacy have identified a need to examine
teacher efficacy relative to the classrooms of today. As previously discussed the student
population of Australian classrooms is becoming more diverse as inclusive schooling is
implemented. As more students with special needs are included in mainstream schools,
there is a need to develop teacher efficacy for inclusive education. A student with special
needs in an inclusive school depends on their classroom teacher's ability to confidently
teach them and provide the best possible learning experience. The next section looks at the
literature relating to teacher efficacy in inclusive classrooms.

TEACHER EFFICACY IN INCLUSIVE CLASSROOMS

It has been shown earlier in this chapter that high levels of teacher efficacy have been
consistently found to positively impact on the academic outcomes for students. It is
associated with teachers being more open to new ideas, less likely to be critical of students
and more actively involved in planning (Kosko & Williams 2009). Applying this theory to an
inclusive education scenario, a teacher with high teacher efficacy in implementing inclusive
practices would believe that a student with special learning needs can be effectively taught
in the regular classroom. Alternatively, teachers with poor efficacy for implementing inclusive
practices would consider that there is very little they can do to include a student with special
learning needs in a regular classroom, and thus they may be disinclined to try (Koska &
Williams 2009).

Much of the past research assessing teacher efficacy has focused on teaching skills and
abilities generally. However, Bandura (1986) asserts that self-efficacy is a situational and
domain specific construct whereby confidence varies depending upon the skill required, or
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the situation faced. In support for this view, Welch (1995) found no relationship between
general teaching efficacy and teacher efficacy specific to teaching art education, and
concluded that " ... self-efficacy cannot be considered a comprehensive quality which is
generalised to every context, and that the level of confidence is likely to vary between
subjects" (p78) and so in relation to context.
High teacher efficacy can be viewed as a key ingredient to create successful inclusive
classroom environments. Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk and Hoy (1998) and Gibson and
Dembo (1984) found significant differences in the teaching practices of high efficacious and
low efficacious teachers in inclusive classrooms. Teachers with high efficacy perceptions
persisted with low-achieving students and used better teaching strategies (e.g., less criticism
for wrong answers, better questioning) that allowed such students to learn more effectively.
Conversely, teachers with low self-efficacy spent more time on non-academic tasks and
used less effective teaching strategies that hindered student learning.
Whilst the importance of teacher efficacy in teaching in an inclusive classroom is recognised,
there is little research into the factors that are instrumental in the development and
maintenance of teacher efficacy in inclusive education. Furthermore, research has yet to
identify how malleable teacher efficacy is and if it is possible to change it once a teacher
begins work. Some researchers have focused on school organisation variables, such as the
school climate or ethos (Dembo & Gibson, 1985; Welch, 1995); social support from
colleagues and other professionals (Kruger, 1997); and the socialisation of teachers, such as
work relationships (Dembo & Gibson, 1985) to examine teacher efficacy. Personal variables
such as professional preparation and classroom experiences have received less attention .

PERSONAL EXPERIENCE
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Although there is not a great deal of literature that examines relationships between teacher
efficacy and personal experience, the research that has been conducted has found a weak
association between the two variables. Subban and Sharma (2006) conducted a study
involving 122 primary school teachers in Victoria, Australia. Twenty-nine of the participants
identified having a close friend or family member with a special need. A significant difference
(F=9.28, p<.005) was found between the mean ratings of teacher efficacy and attitudes
between those who had the personal experience and those who did not. Participants who
indicated having a family member or close friend with a disability appeared to have a more
positive attitude towards students with special needs being included in mainstream
classrooms. This suggests a relationship between the two. Similarly Wall (2002) conducted a
study of teachers who had personal contact with vision impaired students. Teachers who
had personal conduct with people with vision impairment were more likely to believe that
students with vision impairment should be educated in an inclusive classroom (91 % vs
62%). From his questionnaire findings Wall concluded that increasing the amount of contact
that teachers have, both in a personal and professional context, of people with special needs
could result in positive acceptance of students with special needs and boost their teacher
efficacy in teaching in an inclusive classroom.

INITIAL TEACHER EDUCATION

Initial teacher training related to students with special needs have been shown to increase
teacher efficacy levels compared to pre-service training that does not including an inclusive
education component ( Koska & Williams 2009). Research has indicated that teachers
perceived their efforts to include and teach students with disabilities as more successful and
themselves as more efficacious in inclusive teaching when they have had taken part in both
pre-service programs that include content on special education information (Brownell &
Pajares, 1999). However, the standard and quantity of initial is debated in the literature.
Desimone and Parmar (2006) posit that university coursework is often viewed as ineffective
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or of little value by pre-service teachers. The effect of this view is a cohort of teachers who
do not believe they are adequately prepared to teach students with special needs and as a
result do not leave university with high teacher efficacy for teaching in an inclusive
classroom.
Housego (1990) believes that one of the most important prerequisites of successful teaching
is confidence in one's own abilities, and equated a student teacher's acquisition of feelings of
teaching self-efficacy (TSE) with feelings of preparedness to teach. Consequently, she
considers one of the most important objectives for those involved in the pre-service
education of teachers is to present programs which are designed to enhance student
teacher confidence in their skills and abilities. In their research on pre-service teachers'
attitudes to inclusion Spandaagou, Evans and Little (2008) discovered a positive change in
teacher efficacy for inclusive education after undertaking an inclusive/special education unit
of study and that these positive results were consistent across a number of contexts. This
was a finding replicated by Hsien, Brown and Bortoli (2009) who identified that new teachers
who had participated in some level of training in inclusive education reported higher levels of
efficacy, confidence and knowledge about inclusion.

In a recent study Woodcock (2011) found that pre-service teacher efficacy levels were not
influenced by any teacher education courses completed. Other research has produced
similar findings; see for example work by Woolfolk and Hoy (1990) and Yeo, Ang, Chong
Huan and Quek (2008). Further Durngunlou and Hughes (2010) discovered that whatever
efficacy teachers have as a result of their pre-service education is quickly eroded when they
enter the workforce. Sachs (1990) hypothesized that a general education teacher's efficacy
for inclusive education does not always correspond to that of their teacher efficacy for
mainstreaming teaching. He suggests that this is due to the extreme deficits of training (as
compared to special educators' preparation programs) and concludes that the number of
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special education courses taken and extent of in-service preparation undoubtedly influences
teacher efficacy.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Teaching efficacy appears to be particuilarly difficult to impact on experienced teachers
because it is an internally held belief about oneself that solidifies with experience and time.
As such, positively impacting teachers' efficacy beliefs is unlikely outside of longer term
professional development that compels teachers to think critically about their classrooms
and behave actively in instructional improvement (Henson 2002). Unfortunately this is not
reflective of current practices in professional development. Robinson and Carrington (2002)
found that the conventional method of professional development for teachers, i.e. single
sessions on discrete topics, does not work for inclusive education related subjects. They go
on to suggest that one particularly promising approach is via participatory teacher research
as one means of fostering meaningful professional development in inclusive education for
teachers. Participatory teacher research is a collaborative process by which teachers
themselves critically examine their classrooms, develop and ,implement educational
interventions, and evaluate the effectiveness of those interventions (McMurray, Pace and
Scott 2004 ). These activities allow teachers to actively participate in the development of
practical knowledge about teaching. Teacher research models capitalize on critical thought
and data-based action; social cognitive theory upholds such human agency as foundational
to self-efficacy growth (Bandura, 1997).
Elsewhere, Ross, Cousins, and Gadalla (1996) observed that many teacher efficacy
interventions have yielded mixed results in part "because teachers have been treated as
subjects not co-investigators. [Teacher efficacy] has a powerful effect on the goals that
teachers set for themselves and how they interpret the outcomes of their actions" (p 397).
Professional development programs where teachers are given more independence in their
learning and are involved 'in the content and design appear to be more effective in boosting
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teacher efficacy in an inclusive classroom. In an academic year long teacher researcher
initiative in an alternative school, Henson (2001) reported large effects for personal and
general teaching efficacy gains from pretest to posttest (56.69% and 28.79%, respectively).
Furthermore, collaboration was predictive of change in teaching efficacy.

TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Teacher efficacy theory posits that an individual's confidence is strongly influenced by
experiences (Welch, 1995), whereby efficacy will increase or decrease depending upon the
nature of the experience. A series of successful, positive experiences tends to build teacher
efficacy, while unsuccessful, negative experiences will lower it. Teaching experience is
critical in the development of teacher efficacy in working with children with special needs in
inclusive classrooms. For example, direct experience dealing with students with special
needs is a critical factor in a teacher's efficacy of teaching such a population and with their
willingness to include such students in their class (Giangreco, Dennis, Cloniger, Edelman, &
Schattman, 1993). This view is also in agreement with Bandura's (1977, 1986) assertion that
performance is an especially important source of efficacy information and highlights the
importance of meaningful field experiences in teacher education programs (Soodak &
Podell, 1996).
Other research evaluating associations between teaching experience and efficacy has
produced mixed results. In line with Bandura's (1997) view that positive experiences, and
additional training would improve teachers' self-efficacy, increased experience as a teacher
has been associated with higher levels of teacher efficacy in some studies (Hoy & Woolfolk,
1993; Podell & Sodak 1993; Wolters & Daugherty 2007). For instance Podell and Sodak
(1993) found evidence that greater teaching experience in inclusive education was
associated with higher levels of teachers' sense of efficacy. In contrast, a clear positive
association between teaching experience and teachers' sense of efficacy in inclusive
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education has failed to materialize in other studies (for example Avramedis et al 2000;
Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997).

GAPS IN THE LITERATURE

Although the quantity of studies on teacher efficacy and inclusive education is building, there
is a lack of current literature pertaining to Australian teachers. More specifically there is no
literature concerning research on primary teachers in the South West Sydney and lllawarra
regions of NSW. This is important because initial teacher education, professional
development opportunities and levels of support are different for each schooling region.
When inclusive education is researched in regards to teacher efficacy the scope of the
special needs included is limited and usually does not take into account students from nonEnglish speaking backgrounds or those who are gifted and talented. To fully explore efficacy
in regards to inclusive education, all categories of students should be included.
The main focus of current literature is on pre-service education and its effect on teacher
efficacy. There is little research happening at the moment with in-service teachers and the
development of their efficacy in regards to teaching in inclusive classrooms. There is also no
research looking at teacher efficacy for teaching in inclusive classrooms and comparing this
to teacher attitudes for categories of students with special needs.
To address these research gaps the following three research questions have been
developed and will be answered by this study:

1. What experience, pre-service training, and independent research or training, and
professional development (professional pathways) do teachers have in inclusive
classrooms?

2. What are teachers' perceptions of their abilities to effectively teach all students in an
inclusive classroom?
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3. What are the relationships between aspects of teachers' professional pathways and
teachers' perceptions and teacher efficacy for teaching all students in an inclusive
classroom?

HYPOTHESES IN THE PRESENT STUDY

Based on the research and theory reviewed in this chapter, it is possible to draw out several
expectations for the results of this study.
Pre-service training in inclusive classrooms will be low and the topics covered will be limited.
It is only recently the need to include content on inclusive teaching in pre-service training has
been recognised(Durngunlou & Hughes 2010). As the participants in this study are all inservice teachers it is expected that many of them will have completed their initial teacher
education when inclusion was less of a priority.
The topics covered in professional development (in relation to inclusive classrooms) will be
limited.
No clear prediction for this hypothesis is possible from the literature as this area has not
been reported.
A wide range of teacher efficacy levels in relation to inclusive teaching will be reported,
tending to low.
There is little literature concerning teacher efficacy levels in relation to inclusive teaching and
there are no empirical results available. This hypothesis is based on research relating to
teacher attitudes which indicates a tendency towards more negative responses to inclusive
education (Moe et al 201 O; Scruggs & Mastropieri 1996; Westwood & Graham 2003).
Participants will report that their teaching is negatively impacted by an inclusive classroom.
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Whilst a majority of teachers are supportive of inclusive education, the literature reports that
teachers generally have a negative attitude towards having students in their own classrooms
(Hardy 201 O; Weswood & Graham 2003).
Participants with greater teaching experience will have higher levels of teacher efficacy for
teaching in an inclusive classroom
Bandura's work on teacher efficacy (1986, 1997) highlights mastery experiences as the most
effective means of developing teacher efficacy, it should then follow that the more
experience a teacher has, the more opportunity they have to grow their teacher efficacy.
This is supported by the findings of Podell and Sodak (1993) that greater teaching
experience in inclusive education is related to higher levels of teacher efficacy.
Participants with personal experience with people with special needs will have higher levels
of teacher efficacy for teaching in an inclusive classroom
This hypothesis was formed in line with the research of Subban and Sharma (2006) which
exposed a weak relationship between teachers' personal experiences with people and
special needs.
Participants with low levels of pre-service training in inclusive education will have lower
levels of teacher efficacy for teaching in an inclusive classroom
Studies by Kesko and W,irnams (2009) and Brownwell and Pajares (1999) indicate a
relationship between participation in inclusive education at the pre-service level and higher
levels of teacher efficacy in inclusive classrooms.
Participants with greater levels of professional development in relation to inclusive education
will have higher levels of teacher efficacy for teaching in an inclusive classroom
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This hypothesis was guided by literature showing participation in professional development
for inclusive classrooms being positively associated with higher levels of teacher efficacy in
inclusive teaching (Buel, Hallam, Gamel McCormick & Sceer 201 O; Henson 2001 ).
The next chapter details the methodology used to complete the study. The research design,
participant group and data analysis details are presented and justified.

Methodology
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3 METHODOLOGY
INTRODUCTION

This research examined the teacher efficacy beliefs for teaching in an inclusive classroom of
primary teachers in numerous schools across two regions of the New South Wales
Department of Education and Communities school regions - South West Sydney and the
lllawarra. The project collected data on primary teachers' attitudes and teacher efficacy in
their ability to effectively teach all students in an inclusive classroom. The data were then
analysed to explore how teachers' efficacy relate to their previous professional education
and experience.
The study used a mixed methods concurrent design. This involved the collection of
quantitative and qualitative data at the same time. Data were collected through a
questionnaire completed by 50 in-service teachers. The data collection instrument
comprised of three sections:
(a) demographic data
(b) the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)
(c) information on teachers' efficacy and attitudes relative to different student categories
(physical disabilities; mild intellectual disabilities; autism spectrum; moderate/severe
intellectual disabilities; language processing disorders; students from non-English speaking
backgrounds; behavioural problems gifted and talented; and other learning disabilities).
Qualitative data were collected through three open-ended questions which were included in
the instrument to gather narrative information reflecting the views of the respondents, and
providing an added understanding of the obtained quantitative data.
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Data collection took place between July and September 2011 in this cross-sectional study.
Several schools across the two regions participated with a number of volunteers from each
school completing the questionnaire. Survey research was selected as the most appropriate
data coHection method for this study because of its abiUty to obtain responses from a
relatively large and widely dispersed participant population. This strategy also effectively
addressed limitations in both time and finance for this honours project.
This chapter will present the research questions that guided this study. It will discuss the
research design and describe the mixed method framework applied. Data collection
procedures will be explained and the questionnaire instrument discussed. Information on the
data analysis for both quantitative and qualitative data is presented.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The research questions for this study were designed to ascertain teacher efficacy levels for
teaching in an inclusive classroom, and to explore the antecedents contributing to their
efficacy levels. By undertaking the investigation the researcher sought to initially discover the
current levels of teacher efficacy in inclusive teaching and then to uncover the background
factors related to teacher efficacy. The following three questions and associated hypotheses
provided the framework for this project:
1. What experience, pre-service training and independent research or training and
professional development (professional pathways) do teachers have in inclusive
classrooms?
•

Pre-service training in inclusive classrooms will be low and the topics covered
will be limited.

•

The topics covered in professional development (in relation to inclusive
classrooms) will be limited.

49
2. What are teachers' perceptions of their abilities to effectively teach all students in an
inclusive classroom?
•

A wide range of teacher efficacy levels in relation to inclusive teaching will be
reported, tending to low.

•

Participants will report that their teaching is negatively impacted by an
inclusive classroom.

3. What are the relationships between aspects of teachers' professional pathways and
teachers' perceptions and teacher efficacy for teaching all students in an inclusive
classroom?
•

Participants with greater teaching experience will have higher levels of
teacher efficacy for teaching in an inclusive classroom.

•

Participants with personal experience with people with special needs will
have higher levels of teacher efficacy for teaching in an inclusive classroom.

•

Participants with low levels of pre-service training in inclusive education will
have lower levels of teacher efficacy for teaching in an inclusive classroom.

•

Participants with greater levels of professional development in relation to
inclusive education will have higher levels of teacher efficacy for teaching in
an inclusive classroom.

•

Older participants will have higher levels of teacher efficacy for teaching in an
inclusive classroom.

RESEARCH DESIGN

The research design framework for this study was guided by a mixed method approach. A
concurrent nested design was employed to respond to the research questions with a
quantitative dominance. Fifty classroom teachers participated in this study. They completed
a 15 minute paper-based questionnaire regarding their perceptions of their own ability to
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effectively teach all students in an inclusive classroom, and their perceptions of particular
challenges (e.g. types of students).
The project falls under the mixed methods research design. Described by Mertens (2010)
as research that "includes both qualitative and quantitative features in the design, data
collection, and analysis" (p293) this methodology suited the requirements of the researcher
and offered the best framework to effectively answer the research questions. A mixed
methods approach asserts that to fully describe a phenomenon it is necessary to
supplement quantitative data with qualitative description. In that way a full and meaningful (
rich description) of the phenomenon can be derived (Creswell, Planco, Clark, Gutman &
Hanson 2004 ).
In quantitative questionnaire based research, an investigator relies on numerical data.
Postpositivist claims for developing knowledge are used, such as cause and effect thinking,
reduction to specific variables, hypotheses and questions, use of measurement and
observation, and the test of theories (Mertens 2010). A researcher isolates variables and
relates them to determine the magnitude and frequency of relationships. In addition, it is the
researcher who determines which variables to investigate and chooses instruments, which
will yield highly reliable and valid scores (McMurray, Pace & Scott 2004 ).
Alternatively, qualitative research is an "inquiry process of understanding" (Creswell 2009,
p15), where the researcher works in a natural setting to develop a complex, holistic picture,
analyse words and obtain detailed views of informants. In qualitative research, data is
collected from those immersed in everyday life of the setting in which the study is framed.
Data analysis is based on the values that these participants perceive for their world. The
ultimate aim of qualitative research is to produce an understanding of the problem that is
based on multiple contextual factors (Bilaxter, Hughes & Tight, 2001 ).

In a mixed methods study, three issues need consideration: priority, implementation, and
integration (Creswell et al 2003). Priority refers to which method, either quantitative or
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qualitative, is given more emphasis in the study. Implementation refers to whether the
quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis comes in sequence or in
chronological stages. Integration refers to the phase in the research process where the
mixing or connecting of quantitative and qualitative data occurs.
In this study the collection of quantitative data was the priority. The quantitative data
provided the means to calculate efficacy scores and, through statistical analysis, illuminate
relationships between teachers' professional pathways and their teacher efficacy for
teaching in an inclusive classroom. In line with the concurrent nested design, the quantitative
data collection occurred simultaneously with the qualitative collection. The quantitative data
were given more emphasis than the qualitative which are used to provide further context for
the quantitative responses. The integration of the data occurs during the data analysis phase
of the project when the two forms of data are combined to respond to the research
questions. By taking this approach the researcher was able to utilise quantitative data to
provide a general picture of the research problem, (i.e., what is the efficacy level of teachers
in an inclusive classroom and how is that related to their professional pathways), while the
qualitative data and its analysis refined and illuminated those statistical results by exploring
participants' views in more depth.

DATA COLLECTION

PARTICIPANTS
The participants in this study were volunteers from a random sample of schools, selected to
reflect the target population of the study: in-service primary school teachers in South West
Sydney and the lllawarra. Fifty teachers who were currently teaching (in-service) in the New
South Wales Department of Education and Communities South West Sydney and lllawarra
regions were recruited to participate in this study. This sample size is necessary as a
minimum in order to obtain data which can be analysed statistically (McMurray et al 2004 ).
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RECRUITMENT PROCESS

After receiving research approval via the State Education Research Approval (SERAP) from
the Department of Education and Communities, fifteen schools within the South West
Sydney and lllawarra regions were selected as suitable data collection sites. A further fifteen
schools were selected as 'back-up' sites. Schools were randomly selected from all schools in
the regions. With random sampling each research site has the same probability of being
selected from the population (schools in South West Sydney and the lllawarra). This process
allows findings to be generalised to the larger population (Creswell 2009). A simple random
sampling strategy was employed whereby all schools in the regions (n= 241) were placed
into a bag and the required sample was randomly selected from the entire population. This
process ensured the populations of the schools were broadly representative of the two
Department of Education and Communities regions.
A letter was sent to the Principals of target schools requesting permission to conduct the
research (see Appendix 3). Schools were initially contacted by email with a follow up call by
the researcher to seek agreement from the Principals to participate in the project. A number
of Principals (50%) were unable or unwilling to take part in the study and these schools were
replaced with others from the reserve list until a total of ten schools agreed to participate.
Once a Principal had granted permission the researcher presented an outline of the project
and its aims to them and asked how they would like to proceed with the questionnaire. As
indicated earlier the initial proposal suggested the researcher would present the project to
interested schools via a short information session at a staff meeting. However, all Principals
asked to have the questionnaires posted to them and they requested that they administer
the questionnaire. Principals were provided with copies of the questionnaire and a reply paid
envelope. As the participants in this study were volunteers the participant group was a
convenience sample (Creswell 2009).
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A total of 410 questionnaires were sent out and 50 were returned, a return rate of 12%. This
return rate is below the average of 25% (Mertens 2010) despite intensive follow up to collect
completed questionnaires. Ten schools indicated they would participate in the study and
questionnaires were sent, but during follow up phone calls schools stated that time
constraints prohibited them from participating. A number of schools requested 20 or more
questionnaires and only returned one or two completed . As a result the data collection
period ballooned from two weeks to two and a half months. Data collection occurred from
July to September 2011.

INSTRUMENT

The data collection instrument for this project was a questionnaire (see Appendix 1). This
questionnaire was created using a combination of an existing survey examining teacher
efficacy and newly developed questions including demographic information, teacher
education pathways and attitudes towards inclusive teaching. The existing survey was the
"Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale" (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy 2001) which
evaluates teacher efficacy with regard to inclusive teaching . The TSES has been tested for
reliability and validity and has been used extensively in previously published research where
its reliability and validity generally have been accepted and documented (Fives & Buehl
2010). Although this instrument has been tested for reliability and validity, it was important to
test again in relation to the data from this study.
Twelve questions from the TSES were included to gauge participants' teacher efficacy level
for teaching in inclusive classrooms. The researcher designed portion of the questionnaire
consisted of two sections. A section on demographics gathered data on the age, teaching
experience, initial teacher education and professional development of the participants.
Participants were asked to rank professional development needs and categories of students
with special needs in inclusive classrooms for their difficulty to teach and reward in teaching.
The questionnaire included three open-ended questions relating to teachers' attitudes and
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perceptions of their teaching in inclusive classrooms which formed the basis of qualitative
data collection.

Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)
The questionnaire utilised the short version of the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)
that incorporates 12 items (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy 2001). The Teachers' Sense
of Efficacy Scale has been piloted by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy (2001) using
three studies with different samples in an effort to improve the items and validate the
instrument. The final instrument consisted of 12 items loading on three identified factorsefficacy for instructional strategies, efficacy for classroom management and efficacy for
student engagement.

The 12 items on the TSES are categorized into three subscales which represent a broad
range of teaching tasks (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy 2001 ). Individual items are rated
using an 8-point Likert scale ranging from 1-Nothing to - 8 A Great Deal, with anchors at 3Very Little, 5-Some Influence, and 7-Quite A Bit. When tested by Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk-Hoy the subscales identified included efficacy for:

(a) instructional strategies (example: To what extent can you use a variety of assessment
strategies?)

(b) efficacy for classroom management (example: How much can you do to control
disruptive behaviour in the classroom?),

(c) efficacy for student engagement (example: How much can you do to help your students
think critically?).

Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy (2001) recommends that the TSES should be tested
each time it is used. The researcher tested the results from the TSES portion of the
questionnaire and the following was found. Using principal component with Varimax rotation,
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the 12 item loadings ranged from .53 to .88. Factor analysis identified two subscales. One
item (Question 19 - To what extent can you craft good question for your students in an
inclusive classroom?) was removed from the results as it did not load onto either subscale,
(This could be because the question was ambiguous for participants.) Seven items loaded
onto subscale one (inclusive class based teacher efficacy) and four to subscale two (student
based teacher efficacy). Reliability for both scales was acceptable (>0.70, Tabachink &
Fidell 2007). Construct reliabilities for the efficacy subscales were 0.91 for subscale one, and
0.87 for subscale two (using Cronbach's Alpha scores). Based on these results the short
version of the TSES was determined to be a reliable instrument to assess teacher efficacy in
this study.

PILOT TESTING THE QUESTIONNAIRE

As suggested by Mertens (2010) the questionnaire was piloted on a small sample similar to
the intended population. The pilot sample consisted of five in-service teachers; these test
participants were not part of the final study and thus posed no threat to the validity of the
data. The participants recruited for the piloting were all known to the researcher and/or her
supervisors and were representative of the targeted population. Piloting was conducted in
January and February of 2011.
Respondents were asked to complete the questionnaire and to record their reactions to the
process of completing the questionnaire as well as answering the included questions. They
were also asked to note any ambiguities or response options that were not available or
unsuitable.
The questionnaire was tested over three iterations. Issues identified by the participants were
corrected before the next iteration of testing commenced. The changes made to the
instrument are included here in summary form (a more detailed explanation is provided in
Appendix 2). Changes were only made to the non TSES components of the questionnaire.
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The first iteration was completed by three teachers. Issues with response options to two
questions were identified by the participants. Upon review of the open-ended responses the
researcher identified problems with ambiguous wording of the questions. All problems were
corrected and the questionnaire was completed by one teacher. In this iteration, the
participant noted a minor typographical error. The final round of pilot testing was completed
by one teacher. The participant was able to complete the questionnaire within the anticipated
timeframe and did not identify any issues with the questionnaire.
After all the changes had been made the final version of the questionnaire appeared to be
effective in providing an opportunity for participants to share their perspectives on teacher
efficacy in an inclusive classroom. Aldridge and Levine (2001) claim that piloting allows an
instrument to be tested and refined, thus making it as effective as possible before being the
data collection phase of a project.

QUESTIONNAIRE PROCEDURE

In the initial research proposal it was anticipated that the questionnaire would be introduced
by the researcher at a staff meeting in the selected schools. When school principals were
approached to invite their school's participation, all requested that the questionnaires be
posted to them and they would administer the questionnaire themselves.
Principals were issued with the requested number of questionnaires and a return addressed
envelope. The principals were asked to follow the protocol for this study, participants were
asked to read the instructions carefully, complete the questionnaire ensuring all questions
were answered, and

~eturn

to the collection point. This process was documented and

requested to be presented in exactly the same manner at each data collection site. Using an
identical procedure for each participant removes any potential for researcher bias affecting
responses (McMurray et al 2004 ). Although it was requested that the questionnaire was
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administered according to the documented protocol, it was not able to be verified that the
procedures were followed.

DATA ANALYSIS

This study involved the analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data. Creswell (2009)
describes data analysis as a researcher moving "deeper and deeper into understanding the
data" (p183). Through the process of data analysis the researcher is able to address the
problems identified by the research questions and hypotheses (Kumar 1996).
The data for age, teaching experience, initial teacher education, professional development,
independent research or training and personal experience were each collapsed into two or
more levels or group to allow for statistical analysis. Groups were formed at natural breaks in
frequency distributions for all variables except teaching experience. Teaching experience
was grouped according to career progression: early career (0-5 years), mid-career (6-19
years) and late career (20 years or more). Participant age was partitioned into three age
groups; 20-29 years, 30-44 years and over 45 years of age. Results from the question on
initial were collapsed into two variables representing none or little initial education and
some, fair or extensive initial training in inclusive education.
To ascertain teacher efficacy levels participants were asked to respond to eleven questions
concerning their inclusive teaching efficacy. As discussed earlier in this chapter the
questionnaire utilised the short version of the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) that
incorporates 12 items (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy 2001). For each participant a
teacher efficacy score was calculated of two factors and participants were recorded as
having either high or low efficacy for each factor (see Table 3.1 ). Scores below 6.0 (on the 8
point scale) were designated as low and 6.0 and above as high.
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TABLE 3.1

Number of

EFFICACY SCORES
Low Student

High Student

Low Inclusive

High Inclusive

Efficacy

Efficacy

class Efficacy

Class Efficacy

19

31

23

27

participants

Fifteen participants scored in the low range for both student and inclusive class efficacy.
Twenty three recorded high scores for both factors.

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

The data collected from the questionnaires are reported in statistical, graphical and tabular
form as appropriate in Chapter Four. The quantitative data were analysed using the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS, version 17). Data were analysed
descriptively by the use of frequencies and percentages of categorical variables, means, and
standard deviations for continuous variables.
The purpose of the study was to explore the relationship between teachers' career paths and
their teacher efficacy for teaching in inclusive classrooms. As such a variety of statistical
analyses were performed using SPSS to ascertain relationships between variables.
Analyses of variance (ANOVA) were used to compare the independent variable of
experience to the dependent variable of teacher efficacy. t-test analysis was repeated for
experience in a number of contexts (for example professional development, teaching
experience).

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

The qualitative data collected from the interviews were analysed in three stages. An
inductive thematic analysis was conducted to identify repeated themes in the data.
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Knowing the data
This stage involved the transcription of the open-ended questions. This process allowed the
researcher to become familiar with the data and to begin to develop an understanding of
what had been collected (Creswell 2009). Once transcribed the researcher reread the data
to gain a sense of the data as a whole and to identify potential themes. Emerging themes
were recorded and a tally was kept of responses including the identified themes.

Coding the data
At this stage the data were allocated codes that provided labels for emerging themes.
Coding defined by Creswell as "the process of organizing the material into chunks or
segments of text before bringing meaning to information" (2009 p186) allowed the
researcher to visualise the themes clearly. The data were colour coded and collated into
themes.

Categorising the data
The responses were categorised to identify similarities and differences between responses
and to provide a deeper understanding of the data. Finally the data were used to produce
rich, thick descriptions to contextualise the results from the quantitative analysis.

VALIDITY

& RELIABILITY

A major advantage of using both quantitative and qualitative methodology is that the
integration of methodologies occurs from the beginning of the research project and
continues through to the end (Taskakkori & Teddlie 2009). The need for multiple strategies
to ensure the credibility of the study is maintained and highlighted by Mertens (2010). With a
mixed methodology a synthesis of data collection can occur which helps in establishing
internal reliability. When results from different data collection strategies are compared and
contrasted, confidence in the generated results are higher than that gathered from a single
method (Tashakkori & Teddlie 2003).
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QUESTIONNAIRE
The TSES component of the questionnaire instrument has been repeatedly tested for
reliability and the results published (for example; Fives & Buehl 201 O;Tschannen-Moran,
Woolfolk-Hoy & Hoy 1998). When tested for this study construct reliability was calculated at
0.91 for subscale one, 0.87 for subscale two indicating that the TSES was consistent and
reliable in measuring teacher efficacy in inclusive teaching. According to Tabachnick & Fidell
(2007) scores >O. 7 indicate an acceptable reliability.

QUALITATIVE DATA
Qualitative validity is ensured when the researcher checks for the accuracy of the findings.
To validate the findings from the qualitative data, i.e. determine the credibility of the
information and whether it matches reality (Blaxter et al 2001 ), two primary techniques were
employed; (1) providing rich, thick description to convey the findings; (2) utilising supervisors
as critical friends to provide feedback on the processes employed during the data collection
and analysis. (Creswell 2009).

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

The research project received human ethics approval from both the University of
Wol'longong Human Research Ethics Committee and the New South Wales Department of
Education and Communities research approval process. According to Blaxter et al (2001)
ethical research involves obtaining the informed consent of those who participate. It involves
accurately describing how the data will be used and how the analysis will be reported and
disseminated. It is about keeping to the stated procedures, developed to protect participants
and research integrity. Within this study, participants were provided with an information
sheet (see Appendix 4) that detailed the general aim of the research, types of activities
involved in the research, the time and how the data would be analysed and reported.
Participants were advised that their participation would be kept confidential in reporting, and
that the questionnaire was to be completed anonymously. Also as part of the participant
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information sheet the teachers involved in this research were told that they could discontinue
at any time without disclosing why, without adverse effects on their relationships with their
school or the university. Participants were asked to sign a consent form (see Appendix 5) to
indicate their agreement with the research procedures and their acceptance to participate.
In conducting ethical research, it is expected that the participant will not be put at risk nor
should they feel pressured to participate (Mertens 2010). For this project it was ascertained
that there was no real potential for the research to cause emotional distress or harm to
participants, and they were advised of their ability to withdraw from the project at any without
prejudice and without giving a reason.
During all phases of this study participant confidentiality was maintained. Participant names
and schools were not recorded on the questionnaires nor were they noted during the
interviews. No data are reported in such a way as to make it possible to identify the teacher
participants and schools. Consent forms and data are stored separately in a locked filing
cabinet for five years and on a password protected computer at the University of
Wollongong. The reporting quantitative results are described in group form only and not
reported by individual school. At all time during the study care was taken with the qualitative
data to preserve confidentiality.
In the next chapter, the results of the study are presented. Both quantitative and qualitative
data are described and the results of statistical analysis reported.

Results
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4 RESULTS
INTRODUCTION

The collected data were analysed to provide answers to the research questions. Statistical
analyses were employed to identify relationships between teacher efficacy and professional
pathways. It was expected that the data would reveal a wide range of confidence levels
which tended towards the lower end of the scale. When investigating teachers training and
experience with inclusive classrooms it was hypothesised that exposure would be limited
both in time and in subject matter. Exploration of relationships between efficacy and
professional pathways was expected to show a positive in that greater professional or
personal learning would be associated with higher teacher efficacy for inclusive teaching.
The findings are presented in two sections. The first section details the quantitative findings
of the study. In the second part of this chapter, the results of the three open-ended questions
are presented.

QUANTITATIVE DATA

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

There were a total of fifty questionnaires completed. Full demographic information is
included in Appendix 7, summary information is presented here. Of these 16% were
completed by males and 84% by females . This is a representative sample of the gender
demographic in New South Wales Primary schools which is 17% male and 83% female
(New South Wales Department of Education and Communities 2011)
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The age of participants ranged from 22 years to 64 years. The average age of a participant
was 38 and the median 36.5 years. As shown in table 4.1 there was an even spread of
teachers across ages in the sample.
TABLE 4.1

PARTICIPANT AGE GROUPS

Percent

Frequency

Teacher's Age
20-29

15

30

30-44

19

38

Over45

16

32

Total

50

100

PROFESSIONAL PATHWAYS

The first research question concerned the professional pathways of teachers. The
questionnaire collected data on personal and teaching experience, professional
development and pre-service training as well as any independent research or training
undertaken by the teacher participants. Following are the resultant data.
TEACHING EXPERIENCE

In the questionnaire, years of teaching experience was reported in five ranges. The data
ranged from: 0-3 years, 3-5, 6-9, 10-19 to over 20 years. The median was 10-20 years of
teaching experience. As per table 4.2 the data were analysed as early career, mid-career
and ,late career.
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TABLE 4.2

TEACHING EXPERIENCE
Frequency

Percent

Early career (0-5 years)

15

30

Mid-career (6-19 years)

20

40

Late Career (over 20 years)

15

30

Total

50

100

INITIAL TEACHER EDUCATION

Participants were asked to indicate the amount of training they had received on teaching in
inclusive education during their initial teacher education. Response options were presented
in a Likert scale ranging from 0 (no training) to 5 (extensive training) Seven percent of
participants answered that they had no pre-service (initial training) in this area, and two
percent indicated they had extensive pre-service training. Participants as a whole reported
little initial training in inclusive teaching (M =1.56, SD = 0.972). Statistics for each group are
shown below in table 4.3.
TABLE 4.3

INITIAL TRAINING

Frequency

Initial Training

Percent

None-Little

24

48

Some-Fair-Extensive

26

52

Total

50

100

Participants who reported having received some training on inclusive classroom teaching
were asked to specify for which student categories they had received training. The
categories supplied were; physical disabilities, mild intellectual disabilities, Autism spectrum,
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moderate/severe intellectual disabilities, language processing disorder, non-English
speaking backgrounds, behavioural problems, gifted and talented and other learning
difficulties. The largest response was to behavioural problems (48%) and the smallest
language processing disorders (10%). Figure 4.1 shows the distribution of responses.

• Received initial training
• Did not receive initial training

FIGURE 4.1

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS COMPLETING INITIAL TRAINING

BY SUBJECT

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Professional development is formal ongoing learning provided to teachers by their employer
(school or schooling region). The questionnaire asked participants to estimate the number of
hours of professional development related to inclusive classroom teaching. The largest
response was zero hours with 14 (28%) participants indicating they had received no
professional development in inclusive education. At the high end of the range, one
participant answered they had completed over 300 hours of professional development
creating an outlier in the data. The median for professional development in inclusive
education was 10 hours. Across participants, the average response was close to forty hours
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spent on inclusive teaching professional development (M = 42.58, SD = 64.49). The two
group variables represent no professional development and some level of professional
development.

When asked to indicate which topics were specifically covered in their professional
development 56% of respondents who had completed some level of professional
development indicated they had participated in training on students on the Autism spectrum,
48% on students with behavioural problems and 34% on Non-English speaking students.
The lowest group for professional development was students with other learning difficulties
at 12%. The categories in which teachers have received professional development are
summarised in Figure 4.2.

• Some participation
• No participation

FIGURE 4.2
BY TOPIC

PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPANTS COMPLETING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

INDEPENDENT TRAINING

When asked if they had independently completed any research or training in inclusive
education, twenty nine (58%) participants reported that they had not. Twenty one
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participants (42%) indicated that they had completed independent training as shown below
in Figure 4.3.
Participants who had completed some independent research or training were asked to
specify the categories they had studied. The most common response was that they had
completed study on students on the Autism spectrum (28%) and the least common was on
students with physical disabilities (8% ). Figure 4.4 details the responses of the whole
participant group.
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• Has participated
• Has not participated

FIGURE 4.3
NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS COMPLETING INDEPENDENT RESEARCH OR
TRAINING BY TOPIC

TEACHING AND PERSONAL EXPERIENCE OF STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS

All participants indicated they had experience teaching students with special needs (n=50).
Twenty participants (40%) responded that they have personal experience with a person
(self/relative/friend) with a special need as defined by the supplied categories.
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The demographic data provided an overview of the research sample. The fifty participants
ranged in age from 22 years to 64 years with an average age of 38 years. The gender split
of 16% male to 84% female is consistent with current teacher employment statistics in New
South Wales public primary schools. A median of 10 - 19 years of teaching experience was
reported by participants. Completion of training on inclusive education was close to even
with 24 participants indicating they had none or little training in this area; results for
professional development were similar. The topics covered in both were limited. Just under
half (42%) of participants have independently completed research or training in inclusive
education whilst all had experience teaching students with special needs. The next section
provides the results of the analysis on teacher efficacy in inclusive classrooms

TEACHING EFFICACY IN AN INCLUSIVE CLASSROOM

The second research question was designed to discover the current levels of teacher
efficacy in inclusive classroom teaching . Participants responded to 12 questions on a Likert
scale to indicate their opinion. The response data were given a factor analysis as detailed in
section 4.3.1 of the Methodology chapter. This analysis yielded two factors are here termed
"student efficacy" and "inclusive classroom efficacy"

STUDENT EFFICACY
This grouping contained four questions. All questions were related to interactions with
individual students:
•

How much can you do to control behaviour in an inclusive classroom?

•

How much can you do to motivate students in an inclusive classroom who show low
interest in school work?

•

How much can you do to get students in an inclusive classroom to believe they can
do well in school work?
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•

How much can you do to help your students in an inclusive classroom value
learning?

INCLUSIVE CLASSROOM EFFICACY

When completing the factor analysis, seven questions were found to belong to this group.
These questions all relate to classroom management and whole class pedagogical
strategies in an inclusive classroom.
•

In an inclusive classroom how much can you do to get children to follow classroom
rules?

•

How much can you do to calm a student who is noisy or disruptive in an inclusive
classroom?

•

In an inclusive classroom how well can you establish a classroom management
system with each group of students?

•

How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies in an inclusive classroom?

•

To what extent, in an inclusive classroom, can you provide an alternative explanation
or example when students are confused?

•

How much can you assist families from an inclusive classroom in helping their
children do well in school?

•

How well can you implement alternative strategies in an inclusive classroom?

Results showed similar results for both efficacy scores. Student efficacy scores had a slightly
higher mean (M = 6.05) than inclusive class based efficacy (M = 5.97). The median of both
subscales was close at 6.12 for student based efficacy and 6 for inclusive class efficacy,
range and standard deviations were also similar. Table 4.4 shows a summary of descriptive
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statistics for both efficacy subscales. Possible responses ranged from O - 8 on a Likert
scale.
TABLE 4.4

EFFICACY- DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Student Based Efficacy

Inclusive Class Based
Efficacy

Mean

6.05

5.97

Range

4.75

5.00

Median

6.12

6.00

Standard Deviation

1.17

1.03

Factor analysis defined two efficacy constructs in the data: student based efficacy and
inclusive class based efficacy. Descriptive statistical results were similar for each group. In
the next section results of analyses of relationships between participants professional
pathways and efficacy scores for both factors are presented.

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN EFFICACY AND PROFESSIONAL PATHWAYS

The final research question concerned the identification of relationships between elements of
teachers' professional pathways and their efficacy in teaching in inclusive classrooms.
Teacher efficacy was related to the variables of teacher age; teaching experience; personal
experience; professional development; initial teacher education and independent training
and/or research.

EFFICACY AND AGE

An ANOVA was performed to test the hypothesis that there would be a relationship between
efficacy and participant age. Participant age is not associated with student based efficacy
(F(2,47) = 0.47, p > 0.05, partial eta squared= 0.20) or inclusive class efficacy (F(2,47) =
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0.17, p >0.05, partial eta squared = 0.07). Summary means and standard deviations are
included below in table 4.6
TABLE 4.5

EFFICACY BY AGE GROUP.

Student Based Efficacy
Age

Mean

Inclusive Class Based Efficacy
Std Dev

Mean

Std Dev

20-29 (n=15)

6.28

0.63

6.07

0.72

30-44 (n=19)

5.88

1.28

5.86

1.34

Over 45 (n=16)

6.03

1.45

6.02

0.93

There is a non-significant dip in efficacy of both types for the middle age group, as shown in
Table 4.5.

EFFICACY AND TEACHING EXPERIENCE

To test for relationships between teaching experience and efficacy an ANOVA was
performed. Mean and standard deviation results are reported in Table 4.6. Level of teaching
experience is not related to student based efficacy (F(2,47) = 0.91, p > 0.05, partial eta
squared= 0.37), or inclusive class based efficacy (F2,47) = 0.58, p = > 0.05, partial eta
squared= 0.24). However, there is a dip of 0.43 and 0.31 respectively in the means of both
efficacy categories for the mid-career group, relative to the early career teachers.
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TABLE 4.6

EFFICACY BY TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Teaching Experience

Student Based

Inclusive Class Based

Efficacy

Efficacy

Mean

Std Dev

Mean

Std Dev

Early Career (0 - 5 years)
(n=15)
Mid-Career (6-19 years) (n=20)

6.20

0.80

6.09

0.65

5.77

1.35

5.78

1.33

Late Career (Over 20 years)
(n=15)

6.26

1.27

6.11

0.95

EFFICACY AND PERSONAL EXPERIENCE

A two tailed t-test was performed to test the hypothesis that teachers with personal
experience of special needs would report higher efficacy. However, it was found that there
was no significant relationship between either student based efficacy (t(50) = -0.42, p > 0.05)
or inclusive class based efficacy (t(50) = -0.84, p > 0.05) and a participant's personal
experience of people with special needs. Summary descriptive statistics for this comparison
are displayed in Table 4.7.
TABLE 4.7

EFFICACY BY PERSONAL EXPERIENCE
Student Based Efficacy

Personal Experience

Mean

Inclusive Class Based Efficacy

Std Dev

Mean

Std Dev

Yes (n=20)

5.96

0.96

5.82

1.16

No (n=30)

6.11

1.33

6.08

0.97

Although the t-test is non-significant, it can been seen in Table 4. 7 that teachers with
personal experience of special needs tend to report lower teacher efficacy.

74

EFFICACY AND INITIAL TEACHER EDUCATION

Levels of initial teacher education in inclusive classroom teaching are not related to either
student based efficacy (t(50)= 0.26, p > 0.05) or inclusive class based efficacy (t(50)=0.1, P

> 0.05). However, a difference in the means of 0.38 between the two groups for student
based efficacy (see table 4.8) suggests that teachers' initial teacher education may be
weakly related to student based efficacy
TABLE 4.8

EFFICACY BY INITIAL EDUCATION

Student Based Efficacy
Initial training

Mean

Inclusive Class Based Efficacy
Std Dev

Mean

Std Dev

None-Little (n=24)

5.85

1.44

5.98

1.09

Some-Fair-Extensive

6.23

0.88

5.97

1.02

(n=26)

EFFICACY AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

A two tailed t-test was performed to test the hypothesis that teachers who had participated in
professional development in inclusive education would have higher teacher efficacy levels
for inclusive classroom teaching. Participation in professional development is not associated
with either student based efficacy (t(50)= -0.51. p > 0.05) or inclusive class based efficacy
(t(50)= -1.78, p > 0.05). Although there is no significant relationship identified between
professional development and efficacy, the participants who have completed some amount
of professional development have higher student and inclusive class based efficacy as
shown in table 4.09.
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TABLE 4.9

EFFICACY BY PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Student Based Efficacy
Mean

Professional

Inclusive Class Based Efficacy

Std Dev

Std Dev

Mean

Development
None (n=14)

5.91

0.83

5.56

1.20

Some (n=36)

6.10

1.30

6.13

0.95

INDEPENDENT STUDY AND EFFICACY

A two tailed t-test was performed to test the hypothesis that teachers who had participated in
any independent training or research on inclusive teaching would have higher teacher
efficacy for inclusive teaching. Teachers who reported having done some independent
training or research in inclusive teaching had higher scores for both student based efficacy
(t(50)= -2.90 p < 0.05) and classroom based efficacy ( t(50)= -2.45, p < 0.05). Table 4.10
shows summary statistic for this group.
TABLE 4.10

EFFICACY BY INDEPENDENT TRAINING OR RESEARCH
Student Based Efficacy

Independent Research

Mean

Inclusive Class Based Efficacy

Std Dev

Mean

Std Dev

None (n=29)

5.66

1.15

5.68

1.15

Some (n=21)

6.58

1.03

6.38

0.72
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TEACHER ATTITUDES TO STUDENT CATEGORIES

An inclusive classroom consists of a diverse range of students. These students can present
different challenges to teachers and can impact on teacher efficacy. The questionnaire had
two questions that asked participants to rank nine categories of students with special needs
according to the perceived difficulty and reward to teach. The data were initially analysed as
a whole, and then in groups based on high and low scores in student and inclusive class
based efficacy.
Average scores for each category were calculated and are included in tabular form for each
section. Graphical representation is provided for the categories ranked first and last by
number of responses. The average rank and highest/ lowest selected categories differ in
results. Average ranks were calculated by giving each possible response a value and
multiplying by the number of participants that nominated in. The highest and lowest
categories show only the number of participants that ranked the category highest (1) or
lowest (9). This method allows the data to be viewed from two perspectives.

DIFFICULTY TO TEACH

Participants were asked to rank 9 categories of students with special needs in reference to
their perceived difficulty to effectively teach in an inclusive classroom. Three participants did
not answer this question (n=47). Table 4.11 presents the average rank for each category of
special need. A rank of one represented the most difficult to teach and nine the least.
Students with a moderate or severe intellectual disability were ranked the most difficult to
teach, very closely followed by students with behavioural problems. A group of three
categories formed the least difficult to teach, students with a physical disability, who are
gifted and talented or who are from a non-English speaking background.
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TABLE 4.11

DIFFICULTY TO TEACH - WHOLE GROUP

Category

Average Rank

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

2.51

Behavioural Problems

2.79

Autism Spectrum

4.09

Language Processing Disorder

4.66

Mild Intellectual Disability

5.00

Other Learning Difficulties

5.40

Physical Disability

7.26

Gifted and Talented

7.30

Non-English Speaking Background

7.85

Seventeen participants (36%) indicated that students with a moderate or severe intellectual
disability are the most difficult to teach in inclusive classroom. Students with behavioural
difficulties were also regarded as relatively hard to teach. Students who are gifted and/or
talented ranked the least difficult to teach with seventeen participants (36%) also selecting
this category. Figures 4.4 and 4.5 show the break- down of responses
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual Disability
• Moderate/Severe Intellectual
Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing Disorder
• Other Learning Difficulties

FIGURE

4.4

STUDENT CATEGORIES MOST DIFFICULT TO TEACH
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual Disability
• Moderate/Severe Intellectual
Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectru m
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing Disorder
• Other Learning Difficulties

FIGURE

4.5

STUDENT CATEGORIES LEAST DIFFICULT To TEACH

The data were then sorted into participants scoring a high level of student based efficacy
and those scoring in the low range. The analysis was repeated for these distinct groups.

High Student Based Efficacy
Participants who scored in the high range for student based efficacy (n=29) reported
students with moderate/severe intellectual difficulties as the most difficult (35%) and
students with a physical disability as the least difficult to teach in an inclusive classroom. All
responses from teachers with high student based efficacy are shown in Figures 4.6 and
4.7.Table 4.12 provides details on the average rank for each category.
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TABLE

4.12

DIFFICULTY TO TEACH AVERAGE RANKINGS - HIGH STUDENT EFFICACY

Category

Average Rank

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

2.17

Autism Spectrum

3.28

Language Processing Disorder

3.55

Behavioural Problems

3.72

Mild lntelllectual Disability

4.83

Other Learning Difficulties

5.66

Non-English Speaking Background

5.79

Gifted and Talented

6.93

Physical Disability

7.24

• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual Disability
• Moderate/Severe Intellectual
Disability
• Non-English Speaking Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing Disorder
• Other Learning Difficulties

FIGURE 4.6
EFFICACY

STUDENT CATEGORIES MOST DIFFICULT To TEACH - HIGH STUDENT
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual Disability
• Moderate/Severe Intellectual
Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing Disorder
• Other Learning Difficulties

FIGURE 4.7
EFFICACY

STUDENT CATEGORIES LEAST DIFFICULT To TEACH - HIGH STUDENT BASED

Low Student Based Efficacy
Participants who scored in the low range for student based efficacy (n=18) reported students
with behavioural problems (44%) as the most difficult to teach students. Average ranks were
calculated for each rank and are included in table 4.13. This analysis identified students on
the Autism spectrum as the most difficult to teach. Gifted and talented students were
identified as the least difficult group of students to teach in an inclusive classroom (50%).
Figures 4.8 and 4.9 show the responses for each category.
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TABLE

4.13

DIFFICULTY To TEACH AVERAGE RAN.KINGS - Low STUDENT EFFICACY

Category

Average Rank

Autism Spectrum

2.00

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

3.06

Behavioural Problems

3.33

Language Processing Disorder

4.89

Other Learning Difficulties

5.00

Mild Intellectual Disability

5.28

Non-English Speaking Background

6.50

PhysicaI Disability

7.28

Gifted and Talented

7.89

• Mild Intellectual Disability
• Moderate/Severe Disability
•ESL
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing Disorder
• Other Learning Difficulties

FIGURE 4.8
EFFICACY

STUDENT CATEGORIES MOST DIFFICULT To TEACH - Low STUDENT
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.9
EFFICACY

STUDENT CATEGORIES LEAST DIFFICULT To TEACH - Low STUDENT BASED

High Inclusive Class Based Efficacy
Students with a moderate to severe intellectual disability were deemed most difficult to teach
by participants with a high inclusive class based efficacy score (34%). The category
identified as the least difficult to teach was gifted and talented, selected by 34% of teachers
in this group. All results for this group are shown in Figures 4.10 and 4.11. An average rank
was calculated for each category (table 4.14) and this highlighted students with a moderate
to severe intellectual disability.
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TABLE 4.14
RANKINGS

DIFFICULTY To TEACH AVERAGE RANKINGS - HIGH INCLUSIVE CLASS

Category

Average Rank

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

2.32

Autism Spectrum

2.80

Behavioural Problems

3.76

Language Processing Disorder

4.32

Mild Intellectual Disability

5.24

Other Learning Difficulties

5.52

Non-English Speaking Background

6.16

Gifted and Talented

7.24

Physical Disability

7.28

• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning Difficulties

FIGURE 4.10
EFFICACY

STUDENT CATEGORIES MOST DIFFICULT To TEACH - HIGH INCLUSIVE CLASS
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning Difficulties

FIGURE 4.11
CATEGORIES OF STUDENTS LEAST DIFFICULT To TEACH - HIGH INCLUSIVE
CLASS EFFICACY

Low Inclusive Class Based Efficacy
The responses of this group are shown in tables 4.13 and 4.14. Table 4.15 shows the
average rank for each category. This analysis resulted in students with a moderate to severe
intellectual disability being ranked the most difficult to teach by this group of teachers. Thirty
six percent of the participant group who scored in the low range for inclusive class efficacy
identified students with a moderate to severe intellectual disability as the most difficult to
teach. The group ranked least difficult to teach was gifted and talented students at 38%.
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TABLE 4.15
EFFICACY

DIFFICULTY To TEACH AVERAGE RANKINGS - Low INCLUSIVE CLASS

Category

Average Rank

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

2.73

Autism Spectrum

2.77

Behavioural Problems

3.36

Mild Intellectual Disability

4.73

Language Processing Disorder

5.05

Other Learning Difficulties

5.27

Non-English Speaking Background

5.95

Physical Disability

7.23

Gifted and Talented

7.36

• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.12
EFFICACY

STUDENT CATEGORIES MOST DIFFICULT To TEACH - Low INCLUSIVE CLASS
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.13
EFFICACY

STUDENT CATEGORIES LEAST DIFFICULT To TEACH - Low INCLUSIVE CLASS

Reward to Teach
Participants were asked to rank the same categories of special needs in relation to the
reward to teach. Eight participants did not answer this question (n=42). Two participants
noted that all students were rewarding to teach and they were not able to rank the
categories. Average rankings for the whole group are shown in table 4.16. A rank of one
represents the most reward to teach and nine the least.
As a whole group, students from a non-English speaking background were reported as
being the most rewarding group of students to teach in an inclusive classroom. However,
when assigned an average score, students with a mild intellectual disability were identified
as the most rewarding to teach. Gifted and talented students were ranked the least
rewarding to teach closely followed by students with a language processing disorder
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TABLE

4.16

REWARD TO TEACH AVERAGE RANKINGS

Category

Average Rank

Mild Intellectual Disability

3.78

Non-English Speaking Background

4.45

Autism Spectrum

4.74

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

4.76

Gifted and Talented

5.40

Physical Disability

5.55

Other Learning Difficulties

5.61

Language Processing Disorder

6.64

Behavioural Problems

6.86

• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual Disability
• Moderate/Severe Disability
• ESL
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing Disorder
• Other Learning Difficulties

FIGURE

4.14

STUDENT CATEGORIES MOST REWARDING TO TEACH
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual Disability
• Moderate/Severe Disability
• ESL
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing Disorder
• Other Learning Difficulties

FIGURE 4.15

STUDENT CATEGORIES LEAST REWARDING TO TEACH

High Student Based Efficacy
Participants who scored in the high range for student based efficacy (n= 26) ranked students
from a non-English speaking background as the most rewarding to teach (33%). This group
ranked students with other learning difficulties as the least rewarding to teach (31 %).
Rankings for the whole group are shown in Figures 4.15 and 4.16 and the average rank for
each category in table 4.17.
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TABLE

4.17

REWARD TO TEACH AVERAGE RANKINGS - HIGH STUDENT EFFICACY

Category

Average Rank

Physical Disability

6.16

Mild Intellectual Disability

4.12

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

4.40

Non-English Speaking Background

4.84

Autism Spectrum

4.76

Behavioural Problems

4.84

Gifted and Talented

5.16

Language Processing Disorder

4.92

Other Learning Difficulties

6.08

• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual Disability
• Moderate/Severe Disability
• ESL
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning Difficulties

FIGURE 4.16
EFFICACY

STUDENT CATEGORIES MOST REWARDING TO TEACH - HIGH STUDENT

91

• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.17
EFFICACY

CATEGORIES

OF

STUDENTS LEAST REWARDING To TEACH - HIGH STUDENT

Low Student Based Efficacy
Seventeen participants who scored as low in student based efficacy answered this question.
Their responses are shown in Figures 4.18 and 4.19. Students with a non-English speaking
background were ranked as the most rewarding to teach (35% ), while students with a
behavioural problem were ranked as the least rewarding to teach. Calculation of the average
rank for each category (see table 4.18) revealed students with a mild intellectual disability as
the most rewarding students to teach by this group of participants.
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TABLE

4.18

REWARD To TEACH AVERAGE RANKINGS - Low STUDENT EFFICACY

Category

Average Rank

Mild Intellectual DisabiHty

3.29

Non-English Speaking Background

3.88

Behavioural Problems

4.59

Other Learning Difficulties

4.94

Physical Disability

5.12

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

5.29

Language Processing Disorder

5.65

Gifted and Talented

5.76

Autism Spectrum

6.59

• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.18
EFFICACY

STUDENT CATEGORIES MOST REWARDING To TEACH - Low STUDENT
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.19
EFFICACY

STUDENT CATEGORIES LEAST REWARDING To TEACH - Low STUDENT

High Inclusive Based Efficacy
Participants who scored in the high range for inclusive class based efficacy (n=21) ranked
students with behavioural problems as the most rewarding to teach (29%). Students with a
mild intellectual disability had the highest average rank for reward to teach, although the
average ranking scores were very close for this group (see table 4.19) Students with other
learning difficulties were acknowledged as the least rewarding to teach (32% ). All responses
for this group are displayed in Figures 4.20 and 4.21.
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TABLE

4.19

REWARD TO TEACH AVERAGE RANKINGS- HIGH INCLUSIVE CLASS EFFICACY

Category

Average Rank

Mild Intellectual Disability

4.10

Behavioural Problems

4.33

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

4.38

Gifted and Talented

4.48

Autism Spectrum

4.95

Non-English Speaking Background

5.19

Language Processing Disorder

5.29

Physical Disability

5.81

Other Learning Difficulties

6.43

• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.20
STUDENT CATEGORIES MOST REWARDING To TEACH - HIGH INCLUSIVE
CLASS EFFICACY
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.21
STUDENT CATEGORIES LEAST REWARDING To TEACH - HIGH INCLUSIVE
CLASS EFFICACY

Low Inclusive Class Based Efficacy
There were twenty one participants who scored in the low range for inclusive class efficacy;
their responses are included in Figures 4.22 and 4.23. Of these 33% identified students from
a non-English teaching background as the most rewarding to teach. Gifted and talented
students were ranked the least rewarding to teach (32% ). An average rank was calculated
(table 4.20) for each group which showed students from a non-English speaking background
to be the most rewarding students to teach for this group of teachers.
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TABLE

4.20

REWARD TO TEACH AVERAGE RANKINGS - LOW INCLUSIVE CLASS EFFICACY

Category

Average Rank

Mild Intellectual Disability

3.48

Non-English Speaking Background

3.71

Other Learning Difficulties

4.81

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

5.14

Behavioural Problems

5.14

Language Processing Disorder

5.14

Phys.ical Disability

5.29

Autism Spectrum

6.05

Gifted and Tailented

6.33

• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.22
STUDENT CATEGORIES MOST REWARDING To TEACH - Low INCLUSIVE
CLASS EFFICACY
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English
Speaking Background
• Behavioural
Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.23
STUDENT CATEGORIES LEAST REWARDING To TEACH - LOW INCLUSIVE
CLASS EFFICACY

Professional Development Needs
Participants were asked to rank their needs for professional development (in specific special
needs categories) from one (most needed} to nine (least needed). Four participants did not
answer the question resulting in a sample size of 46 for this question. The highest need for
professional development was shared across two categories; students on the Autism
spectrum and students with behavioural problems. Participants indicated that the area least
needing a professional development program was students with a physical disability ( 11 %).
Average ranks for each category are shown below in table 4.21 and results for most needed
and least needed shown in Figures 4.24 and 4.25.
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TABLE

4.21

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS AVERAGE 'RANKINGS

Category

Average Hank

Behavioural Problems

3.34

Autism Spectrum

3.86

Language Processing Disorder

4.04

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

5.06

Mild lnteUectual Disability

5.17

Other Leaming Difficulties

5.36

Gifted and Talented

5.54

Non-English Speaking Background

6.39

Physical Disability

6.93

Greatest Need For Professional Development
• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE

4.24

MOST NEEDED PROFESS,IONAL DEVELOPMENT

'
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.25

LEAST NEEDED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

The data were sorted into high and low scoring groups for student based efficacy and
classroom based efficacy and the analysis repeated.

High Student Efficacy
Participants who scored in the high range for student efficacy (n=28) reported the highest
professional development need as being in the category of moderate to severe intellectual
disabilities (25%). When the data were given an average ranking, students a language
processing disorder were rated the greatest area in need of professional development, this
was followed closely by students with behavioural problems. The area least requiring
professional development was phys ical disabilities (21%). Results for each group are shown
1

below in Figures 4.26 and 4.27. The average rank for each category was calculated (table
4.22) and behavioural problems identified as the highest need for professional development
by teachers who scored in the high range for student efficacy.
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TABLE 4.22
EFFICACY

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS AVERAGE RANKINGS - HIGH STUDENT

Category

Average Rank

Language Processing Disorder

3.57

Behavioural Problems

3.75

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

4.00

Autism Spectrum

4.29

Mild Intellectual Disability

4.79

Gifted and Talented

5.29

Other Learning Difficulties

5.71

Non-English Speaking Background

6.54

Physical Disability

7.07

• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual Disability
• Moderate/Seve re Intellectual
Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning Difficulties

FIGURE

4.26

MOST NEEDED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - HIGH STUDENT EFFICACY
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Aut ism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.27

LEAST NEEDED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - HIGH STUDENT EFFICACY

Low Student Efficacy
Table 4.23 shows the average rank for each category of professional development needs.
This group of teachers ranked professional development around behavioural problems as
the most needed category. Students on the Autism Spectrum (28%)and those with moderate
to severe intellectual disabilities (28%) were reported as the areas most in need of
professional development by participants who scored in the low range for student based
efficacy (n=18). This group identified students with behavioural problems and students with
physical disabilities as their least ranking category for professional development (both 28% ).
Results for the whole group can be found in Figures 4.28 and 4.29.
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TABLE 4.23
EFFICACY

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS AVERAGE RANKINGS - Low STUDENT

Category

Average Rank

Behavioural Problems

2.72

Autism Spectrum

3.22

Language Processing Disorder

4.78

Other Leaming Difficulties

4.83

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

4.94

Mild Intellectual Disability

5.78

Gifted and Talented

5.94

Non-English Speaking Background

6.17

Physical Disability

6.72

• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.28

MOST NEEDED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - Low STUDENT EFFICACY
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.29

LEAST NEEDED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT-LOW STUDENT EFFICACY

High Inclusive Class Efficacy
Twenty five participants who scored in the high range for inclusive class based efficacy
provided a response to this question, their responses are included in Figures 4.30 and 4.31.
The area most in need of professional development was acknowledged as students with
behavioural problems (24%), the area of least requirement was students from a non-English
speaking background (24%). When an average rank was calculated for each category the
most highly ranked professional development need was again in the area of behavioural
problems which ranked equally with language processing disorders(see table 4.24).
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TABLE

4.24

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS AVERAGE RANKINGS - HIGH INCLUSIVE

CLASS EFFICACY

Category

Average Rank

Behav,ioural Problems

3.48

Language Processing Disorder

3.48
I

Autism Spectrum

3.92

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

4.36

Mild Intellectual Disabil.ity

4.76

Other Learning Difficulties

5.16

Gifted and Talented

5.48

Non-English Speaking Background

7.12

Physical Disability

7.32

• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.30
EFFICACY

MOST NEEDED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - HIGH INCLUSIVE CLASS
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.31
EFFICACY

LEAST NEEDED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - HIGH INCLUSIVE CLASS

Low Inclusive Class Efficacy
The participant group scoring in the low range for inclusive classroom efficacy (n=21)
reported students from a non-English speaking background as their highest need of
professional development (33%) as shown in figure 4.32. Figure 4.33 shows the lowest
ranked category was gifted and talented students at 4%. These results are reflected in the
average ranking scores for this participant group (table 4.25).
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TABLE 4.25
P ROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS AVERAGE RANKINGS - Low INCLUSIVE
CLASS EFFICACY

Category

Average Rank

Mild Intellectual Disability

3.48

Non-English Speaking Background

3.71

Other Learning Difficulties

4.81

Moderate/Severe Intellectual Disability

5.14

Behavioural Problems

5.14

Language Processing Disorder

5.14

Physical Disability

5.29

Autism Spectrum

6.05

Gifted and Talented

6.33

• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual
Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning
Difficulties

FIGURE 4.32
EFFICACY

MOST NEEDED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - Low 'INCLUSIVE CLASS
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• Physical Disability
• Mild Intellectual Disability
• Moderate/Severe
Intellectual Disability
• Non-English Speaking
Background
• Behavioural Problems
• Autism Spectrum
• Gifted & Talented
• Language Processing
Disorder
• Other Learning Difficulties

FIGURE 4.33
EFFICACY

LEAST NEEDED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT - Low INCLUSIVE CLASS

SUPPORT NEEDS

The participants were asked to rank the most effective form of support (for them) in an
inclusive classroom. Forty eight participants answered this question and their responses are
shown in Figures 4.34 and 4.35. As shown in Table 4.16, the highest ranked answer was for
more in-class support closely followed by limiting the amount of students with special needs
in a class, and having smaller class sizes. The lowest was for more comprehensive initial
teacher education. An average ranking was calculated for each option and is included in
table 4.26. The most effective method of support was ranked one and the least nine.
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TABLE

4.26

MOST EFFECTIVE METHOD OF SUPPORT AVERAGE RANKINGS

Support

Average Ranking

More in class-support (aides)

2.39

Limited number of students with spec1ial needs in each class

2.85

Smaller class sizes

2.93

Professional development

3.52

More comprehensive initial teacher education

4.63

Extra material resources

4.67

• More comprehensive initial
teacher education
• Professional development
• More in-class spport (aides)
• Extra material resources
• Limited number of speica l needs
sudents in each class
• Smaller class sizes

FIGURE

4.34

MOST EFFECTIVE INCLUSIVE CLASSROOM SUPPORT

'
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• More comprehesive initial tea cher
education
• Professional development

• More in-class spport (aides)

• Extra material resources

• Limited number of special needs
sudents in each class
• Smaller class sizes

FIGURE 4.35

LEAST EFFECTIVE CLASSROOM SUPPORT

High Student Efficacy
The thirty one participants (n=31) who scored in the high range for student efficacy ranked
smaller class sizes (29%) as the most effective means of support in an inclusive dassroom.
Initial teacher education was ranked the least effective (45%). Responses for both groups
are shown below in Figures 4.36 and 4.37. Table 4.27 shows the average rank for each
category and reflects the results of the analysis of responses.
TABLE 4.27
EFFICACY

MOST EFFECTIVE SUPPORT METHODS AVERAGE RANKINGS - HIGH STUDENT

Support

Average Ranking

More in class-support (aides)

2.74

Smaller class sizes

2.84

Limited number of students with special needs in each class

3.16

Professional development

3.19

More comprehensive initial teacher education

4.39

Extra material resources

4.68
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• More comprehensive initial
teacher education
• Professiona l development
• More in-class spport (aides)
• Extra material resources
• Limited number of special needs
sudents in each class
• Smaller class sizes

FIGURE

4.36

MOST EFFECTIVE SUPPORT - HIGH STUDENT EFFICACY

• More comprehensive initial
teacher education
• Professional development
• More in-class spport (aides)
• Extra material resources
• Limited number of speical needs
sudents in each class
• Smaller class sizes

f,IGURE

4.37

LEAST IEFFECT1IVE SUPPORT - HIGH STUDENT EFFICACY
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Low Student Efficacy
The results for participants who scored in the low range for student based efficacy (n=17)
are shown below in Figures 4.38 and 4.39. The most effective means of support was more in
class support (65%), and the lowest more comprehensive initial teacher education. Average
ranks for each category were calculated and are reported in table 4.28 and again repeat the
findings of response number analysis.
TABLE 4.28
EFFICACY

MOST EFFECTIVE SUPPORT METHODS AVERAGE RANKINGS - Low STUDENT
Average Ranking

Support
More in class-support (aides)

1.76

Limited number of students with special needs in each class

2.29

Smaller class sizes

3.12

Professional development

4.12

Extra material resources

4.65

More comprehensive initial teacher education

5.06

• More comprehensive initial
teacher education
• Professional development
• More in-class spport (aides)
• Extra material resources
• Limited number of speical needs
sudents in each class
• Smaller class sizes

FIGURE 4.38

MOST EFFECTIVE SUPPORT- Low STUDENT EFFICACY
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• More comprehensive initial
teacher education
• Professional development
• More in-class spport (aides)
• Extra material resources
• Limited number of speical needs
sudents in each class
• Smaller class sizes

FIGURE 4.39

LEAST EFFECTIVE SUPPORT - Low STUDENT EFFICACY

High Inclusive Class Efficacy
In class support was identified as the most effective means of teacher support in an inclusive
Glassroom by 30% of participants who scored in the high range for inclusive class efficacy
(n=27). This group ranked more comprehensive teacher education as the least effective
means of support (48%). The groups' responses are included below in Figures 4.40 and
4.41. Average rank calculations (table 4.29) show the same pattern of support needs for this
group of participants.
TABLE 4.29 MOST EFFECTIVE SUPPORT METHODS AVERAGE RANKINGS - HIGH INCLUS.IVE
CLASS EFFICACY
Support

. Average Ranking

More in class-support (aides)

2.52

Limited number of students with special needs in each class

2 . 74

Smaller class sizes

2.81

Professional development

3.63

More comprehensive initial teacher educat1ion

4.56

Extra material resources

4.74
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• More comprehensive initial
teacher education
• Professional development

• More in-class spport (aides)
• Extra material resources

• Limited number of speical needs
sudents in each class
• Smaller class sizes

FIGURE

4.40

MOST EFFECTIVE SUPPORT- HIGH INCLUSIVE CLASS EFFICACY

• More comprehensive initial
teacher education
• Professional development
• More in-class spport (aides)
• Extra material resources
• Limited number of speical needs
sudents in each class
• Smaller class sizes

FIGURE

4.41

LEAST EFFECTIVE SUPPORT- HIGH INCLUSIVE CLASS EFFICACY

Low Inclusive Class Efficacy
There were twenty one participants (n=21) who scored in the low range for inclusive class
efficacy that answered this question. Average rank was calculated for each category of
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classroom support (table 4.30) and the results were consistent with the analysis of
responses. The results of their answers are represented below in Figures 4.42 and 4.43.
The highest ranked category was more in class support (43%) and the lowest more
comprehensive teacher education (48% ).
TABLE 4.30

MOST EFFECTIVE SUPPORT METHODS AVERAGE RANKINGS - LOW INCLUSIVE

CLASS EFFICACY

Average Ranking

Support
More in class-support (aides)

2.24

Limited number of students with special needs in each class

3.00

Smaller class sizes

3.10

Professiional development

3.38

Extra material resources

4.57

More comprehensive initial teacher education

4.71

• More comprehensive initial
teacher education
• Professional development
• More in-class spport (aides)
• Extra material resources
• Limited number of speical needs
sudents in each class
• Smaller class sizes

FIGURE

4.42

MOST EFFECTIVE SUPPORT - Low INCLUSIVE CLASS EFFICACY

i
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• More comprehensive initial
teacher education
• Professional development

• More in-class spport (aides)

• Extra material resources
• Limited number of speical needs
sudents in each class
• Smaller class sizes

FIGURE

4.43

LEAST EFFECTIVE SUPPORT- Low INCLUSIVE CLASS EFFICACY

QUANTITATIVE DATA SUMMARY

Teachers who had participated in independent training or research were found to have
higher efficacy in both student based efficacy and inclusive based efficacy. A non-significant
dip in efficacy of both types was found in the 30 - 44 years age group. A similar decline was
noted in mid-career teachers. Personal experience was not found to have a significant
association with teacher efficacy but teachers who had personal experience with students
with special needs tended to report lower teacher efficacy. No significant association was
found between initial teacher education, professional development and teacher efficacy.
Differences were found between the categories of students ranked as most difficult or
rewarding to teach when high and low efficacy scores were considered. Teachers across all
efficacy levels ranked the most effective support needs similarly. The following section
details the results of the three open-ended qualitative questions on the questionnaire.
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QUALITATIVE DATA

The questionnaire included three open ended questions. These questions were designed to
examine the participants' opinions of inclusive education and how it affects their teaching. In
the initial analysis the data are reported as a whole, a second analysis looking at responses
grouped by the participants' efficacy scores follows. Tables are included to provide
summaries of responses.
The questions asked were:
1. How do you define an inclusive classroom?
2. Does the presence of students with special needs change the way you teach and
manage your classroom?
3. Do you believe an inclusive classroom is an effective way to teach all students? Why
or why not?

DEFINING AN INCLUSIVE CLASSROOM

When asked to define an inclusive classroom in their own words a number of themes in the
participants' responses were identified. The themes that emerged from the data were
answers based around recognising a catering for a diverse range of students; a classroom
where all students could achieve to the best of their ability; where all students had equal
access to the curriculum and a classroom where the curriculum was modified or
differentiated. Most participants included more than one theme in their response.
A vast majority of responses identified an inclusive classroom as one that contained a
diverse range of students, all of whom were catered to academically and socially. There
were no value judgements made by participants in their responses to this question; all
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responses presented an unbiased definition with no positive or negative overtones. The
responses differed in the aspects of the students, classrooms and teaching methods that
were discussed. The themes that emerged from the data are presented below including the
percentage of respondents who included the theme in their definition. The percentages do
not total 100 as a number of participants included more than one theme in their answers.

Whole Group
Nineteen participants (38%) identified a classroom where all students' needs were catered
for as an indicator of an inclusive classroom. Some responses specified that the needs of a
range of students were addressed, whilst others referred to the types of needs that were
addressed - academic, social and emotional. Participant i004 answers the question as "a
classroom which .... addresses and caters for the needs of all students"; this response is
typical of those mentioning catering for student needs.
A group of eleven participants noted that an inclusive classroom is one where all students
have equal access to the curriculum and, as a result, equal opportunity to succeed.
Participant i002 explains their definition of an inclusive classroom as one "where all students,
regardless of any learning, physical, emotional or behavioural problems is engaged in
learning and succeeding towards individual goals/outcomes to improve their skills."
The next most prominent theme to emerge from the data was that of curriculum modification
and /or differentiation. Eight participants (16%) identified the need for a teacher to modify the
classroom to cater for students' needs. Areas requiring a level of adjustment were identified
as programming, lessons, pedagogy, routines and assessment in a variety of combinations
across responses. A typical responses stated that ".. as a teacher you make adjustments and
modifications to the curriculum" (sw017) and " ... learning is taught at the 'level the child is at"
(sw001).
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Other themes to transpire were: a classroom that acknowledged all students' differences and
abilities (12%), a classroom where all students were accepted (8%) and a classroom where
all students can experience success (14%). Only two participants mentioned the valuing of
students as a component of an inclusive classroom. Participant sw019 wrote "A class where
all students are valued and catered for in their learning", in their response participant sw012
specifically nominated students who " ...are limited by certain
disabilities/disorders/difficulties/handicaps" as being "treated with the same value as
mainstream children".
Only one participant appeared to not have a clear understanding of the basis of an inclusive
classroom. In response to defining an inclusive classroom participant i005 wrote "I would
refer to it as a mainstream classroom where most if not all students are on similar or near
the same intellectual wavelength". To follow up the analysis of how teachers defined an
inclusive classroom, the responses of participants with low vs high efficacy were analysed
separately; the results follow.

Participants with Low Student Efficacy
Seventeen participants (89%) of the population with low student efficacy scores (n=19)
included a reference to students needs in their definition of an inclusive classroom. The need
to cater to all students needs emerged as a recurring theme throughout responses. Three
responses (16%) identified the need to value all students as a requirement of an inclusive
classroom. Five participants (26%) noted the need for teachers to adjust their pedagogy to
meet the needs of all students. Modifying the curriculum to suit a combination of abilities and
targeting learning programs to those abilities was noted by four (21%) participants in their
definitions.

Participants with high student efficacy
There were thirty one participants who scored in the high range for student efficacy (n=31 ).
As with the low student efficacy group, the needs of students were recognised as the most
important part of an inclusive classroom with twenty nine (94%) including a reference to
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them in their response. Thirteen (41%) mentioned meeting students' needs, five (16%)
spoke about all students experiencing success and being engaged. Respondents in this
group identified equity as a component of an inclusive education with eight (26%)
participants including it in their definition. Social inclusion also presented as a recurring
theme with six answers (19%) including a reference to all students being welcome and
accepted.
Teaching at the ability level of the student was included by four participants (13%) and the
need to differentiate and modify the curriculum was reported by five participants ( 16% ). Only
four participants ( 13%) mentioned pedagogical themes in their responses; the need to
provide a quality learning environment and have a range of strategies.

Participants With Low Inclusive Class Efficacy
There were twenty three (n=23) participants who scored in the low range for inclusive class
efficacy. Of these eight (35%) identified catering to students needs as a component of an
inclusive classroom. Six respondents (26%) included the notion of equality in their definition
and two (8%) mentioned the concept of all students being valued. The need for all students
to be provided with the opportunity to succeed and be engaged with their learning was
included by 33% of the participants in this group.
Six participants (26%) noted the need for pedagogical modifications by teachers in an
inclusive classroom, this included modifying teaching style, recognising learning styles and
teaching to different learning styles. 16% of participants included a reference to
differentiating the curriculum to meet ability levels.

Participants with high inclusive class efficacy
Again the notion of meeting students' needs was a recurring theme in this data. Eleven
participants (41%) from this group (n=27) mentioned catering to student needs in their
definitions of inclusive classrooms. Social inclusion and equity were also reflected in their
answers with eight answers (31%) including this concept. Nine responses (33%) included a
reference to the need to differentiate the curriculum to suit students' needs and to teach at
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the students' level. Only three (11%) of this group identified any teacher related components
of an inclusive classroom.

THE PRESENCE OF STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS IN THE CLASSROOM

All participants answered that the presence of students with special needs in their classroom
changed the way in which teach and manage their classrooms. This question did not ask the
participants to indicate a positive or negative reaction to the presence of students with
special needs or the changes it made to their classroom. All responses indicated at least two
changes that needed to be made to their teaching/classroom when there were students with
special needs present. Three participants indicated that the level of special needs affects the
degree to which their pedagogy and classroom management is adapted - "The more diverse
the needs of the students, the more changes have to be considered to deliver and teach a
lesson and manage behaviour" (i004 ).
As the data were coded three major and four minor themes emerged. Eleven respondents
(22%) stated that levels of differentiation and program adaption were increased by the
presence of students with special needs. "Differentiation of the curriculum is imperative to
ensure that the needs of all students are met." (sw024 ). Within this theme participants
mentioned the need to adapt programs, lessons, assessment and the focus of their
questioning.
The next largest topic identified was that of classroom management. "Behaviour
management takes over quite a bit" (sw007), ".behaviour management becomes extremely
important.." (sw026). This sentiment was repeated across ten respons~s and the importance
of effectively managing behaviour was emphasised as highlighted in the provided examples.
Eight participants (16%) noted the extra demand on their time and an increase in their
workload as a result of having students with special needs in their classrooms. This theme
covered both time in preparation and time spent one-on-one teaching. "Have to be well
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prepared. The students with special needs generally require extra time." (sw023).
"Absolutely - more time and effort" (i007). Although they did not mention the increased
demands specifically another six participants alluded to this theme in their responses.
The lesser themes that emerged from the data recognised the need for Individual Learning
Plans to be designed and implemented (12%), the requirement for pedagogica'I and
strategical modifications and approaches to be adapted to particular student's needs (12%),
the incorporation of visual instructions such as timetables ( 12%) and the negative effect of
the presence of students with special needs on other students. "It does change the dynamics
of a classroom because certain programs need to be implemented to meet the various
needs. Also something like behaviour can take a lot of teaching time, if you're spending too
much of it trying to discipline other students tend to miss out." (i005).

Participants with Low Student Efficacy
There were nineteen participants (n=19) who scored in the low range for student efficacy. Of
these nine (47%) nominated modification or differentiation of the curriculum as one of the
changes in their classroom as a result of inclusion. Seven (37%) recognised a changing the
way they taught as a result of having students with special needs in their classroom. The
next largest theme to emerge was the increase in teacher time required by students with
special needs with six (32%) participants citing this in their response. Five respondents
(26%) identified high demand on classroom support in this answer; the same number
reported that their classroom management strategies had to be adapted to suit an inclusive
classroom.

Participants with High Student Efficacy
Of the participants who scored a high student efficacy rating (n=31) eleven (35%) highlighted
pedagogical modifications as a change resulting from teaching an inclusive classroom. Ten
(32%) noted that their classroom management strategies had to be modified and seven
(23%) indicated that the curriculum needed to be adapted. Two (6%) participants observed
that having students with special needs in the class affected other students in the classroom.
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Participants with low inclusive class Efficacy
This group (n=23) most referred to the need to modify lessons and the curriculum in
response to this question with this component being mentioned in 35% of answers. Five
participants (22%) included teaching adaptations as a requirement in an inclusive classroom.
Twenty two percent noted that teaching an inclusive classroom placed higher demands on
them as a teacher. Only four respondents (16%) spoke about behaviour management in
their answer.

Participants with High inclusive class Efficacy
Participants who scored in the high range for inclusive class efficacy (n=27) mentioned the
need to modify their teaching and behaviour management issues most in their responses
(41% for each). Seven members of the group (38%) cited the need to adapt and diversify the
curriculum as a result of having students with special needs in their classroom. No
participants in this group included any reference to demands on themselves but five (19%)
did note that they needed to devote more time to the students with special needs.
A summary of the major themes and the number of responses including them can be found
below in Figure 4.31
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TABLE 4.31

CHANGES As A RESULT OF AN INCLUSIVE CLASSROOM
High Student

Low Student

High Inclusive

Low Inclusive

Efficacy

Efficacy

Class Efficacy

Class Efficacy

(n=31)

(n=19)

(n=27)

(n=23)

Group work

4

0

3

2

IEPS

0

3

1

3

Time Demands

2

6

5

2

Extra teacher attention
required

1

5

0

5

Teaching Modified

11

7

11

5

Lessons Modified

7

7

7

8

Behaviour
Management

10

4

11

4

Need to teach soC'ial
skills

2

0

1

1

Effect on other
students

2

0

1

1

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF AN INCLUSIVE CLASSROOM

The data were initially coded into three distinct responses:
•

Positive - an inclusive classroom is an effective way to teach all students

•

Negative - an inclusive classroom is not an effective way to teach all students

•

Non-committal - no definitive answer was given, most answers included a number of
provisions for an inclusive classroom to be effective.

The largest category consisted of participants responding negatively to the concept of
inclusive classrooms. Twenty one respondents (42%) answered that they did not believe
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inclusive classrooms are the most effective way to teach all students. "No. Class time is
extremely valuable if all students were categorised the same then so much more work would
get all done" (i010). Six responses indicated that the reason for their negative answer was
the potential disadvantage to the mainstream students in the class - "Students who have
needs that require extra teacher time take time away from other students" (sw040). Twenty
seven percent of participants in this category state that an inclusive classroom cannot
effectively meet the learning needs of students with special needs. 'When teaching the
syllabus - no, because the learning is not as targeted for student abilities." (sw015).
The benefits of social inclusion and the associated life/social skills gained as a result of
inclusive education are recognised by respondents across all categories, even those who do
not believe it is an effective way to teach the academic syllabus. "Children learn a lot about
each ones differences and similarities. Children need to be accepted and need to learn to
adapt appropriately at school and therefore society." (sw004).
Seventeen participants (34%) were unable to definitively answer the question. All of the
answers in this category gave clarification by describing the issues within an inclusive
classroom that they believe render it ineffective. "It is when there is appropriate support for
the teacher, otherwise it can result in the other children being disadvantaged" (sw037). A
number of responses included the idea that the effectiveness of inclusive classroom is
dependent on the level of the student's special needs. The suggestion that the higher levels
of special needs are better served in an exclusive setting was repeated across seven
responses. "Some students with special learning needs may benefit from specialised
schools which can effectively meet their needs." (sw006), "It really depends on the severity"
(sw002). "Some children are better suited to a classroom that specifically meets their needs"
(sw001).
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Three participants in this group indicated that the theory of inclusive education is sound but it
is in the practice that issues are found "In theory yes as it aims to encourage and include all
students. But it depends on the individual students and their needs" (sw011 ).
The theme flowing through the twelve (24%) of positive responses was that of teaching to all
students' needs. Participant sw025 provided the following answer which is reflective of the
majority; "All students, whether they are labelled with a special need or not are different and
require support in different areas. An inclusive classroom can sometimes force teachers who
just teach to the middle to analyse areas of student need and adjust their teaching practice
for all".

Participants with Low Student Efficacy
This group consisted of nineteen participants (n=19). Eleven participants (58%) answered
that inclusive classrooms were not the most effective way to teach all students, two ( 11 % )
gave a positive response and six (31%) were non-committal in their answer.
The most common explanation provided as to why inclusive classroom are not effective was
that not enough support was provided to the teachers and the students with special needs in
inclusive classrooms; this was mentioned by seven participants (37% ). The needs of
students was the next most identified issue with six participants (31 %) noting that students
with special needs were better served by smaller specialised classes. The same number of
respondents cited the disadvantages to mainstream students.

Participants with High Student Efficacy
This group consisted of thirty one participants (n=31 ). Eight participants (26%) answered
that inclusive classrooms were not the most effective way to teach all students, ten (31 % )
gave a positive response and thirteen (42%) were non-committal in their answer.
Eight participants (26%) nominated that students were special needs were disadvantaged in
an inclusive classroom, five participants (16%) said that it was to their advantage to be
included. This trend was repeated where participants spoke about mainstream students;
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four participants noted that it was detrimental to mainstream students to be in an inclusive
classroom, and four said that it was an advantage to share a classroom with students with
special needs. Five respondents cited an inclusive classroom as being beneficial to their
teaching, forcing them to teach better and to differentiate appropriately.

Participants with Low inclusive class Efficacy
This group consisted of twenty three participants (n=23) . Eleven participants (48%)
answered that inclusive classrooms were not the most effective way to teach all students, six
(26%) gave a positive response and six (6%) were non-committal in their answer.
Seven participants (30%) identified the need for more support to be provided for an inclusive
classroom to be effective. Twenty two percent said that an inclusive classroom adversely
affected their teaching and that they did not receive enough training to teach well in an
inclusive setting. In line with other analyses, the same number of participants noted that an
inclusive classroom was beneficial to students with special needs as did report that is was
detrimental - four in each category ( 18%).

Participants with High inclusive class Efficacy
This group consisted of twenty three participants (n=27). Eight participants (30%) answered
that inclusive classrooms were not the most effective way to teach all students, seven (26%)
gave a positive response and twelve (44%) were non-committal in their answer.
This group reported the negative effect on inclusive classroom on students with special
needs as the largest category; nine answers (33%) included a reference to this. Five
participants noted the detrimental effect on other students (19%) and two participants (7%)
spoke about the positive effects on both categories of student.
Summary data on the themes for both high and low efficacy groups are included in table
4.32.
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TABLE 4.32

EFFECTIVENESS OF INCLUSIVE CLASSROOMS

High

Low

High

Low Inclusive

Student

Student

Inclusive

Class Efficacy

Efficacy

Efficacy

Class

(n=23)

(n=31)

(n=19)

Efficacy
(n=27)

Teaching - positive

5

1

4

2

Teaching - negative

4

5

4

5

Other students - positive

4

2

1

4

Other students - negative

4

6

4

5

Attention - negative

2

0

2

1

Needs of Students with special
needs - positive

5

0

2

4

Students with special needs negative

8

6

9

4

Classroom Management negative

0

0

0

0

Classroom Management positive

0

1

0

1

Support - positive

0

0

0

0

Support - negative

2

7

2

7

I

CHAPTER SUMMARY
This chapter presented the results from this study. The participants' demographic data were
described and showed a participant groups of 50 primary teachers who ranged in age from
22 to 64 years. The teachers had a median employment range of 10 -19 years and were
predominately female. Participation levels in initial teacher education, professional
development and independent research or training in inclusive education were reported, as
well as the specific special needs content covered in their training . Teachers responded to
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questions on their teaching efficacy in an inclusive classroom on a Likert scale. For each
participant a teacher efficacy score was calculated for two factors (student based efficacy
and inclusive class based efficacy) and participants were recorded as having either high or
low efficacy for each factor. These data were analysed using ANOVA and t-tests to discover
whether higher levels of participation in training was reflected in higher teacher efficacy
levels.
Participation in independent training or research by teachers was found to be related to
higher efficacy in both student based efficacy and inclusive based efficacy. A non-significant
dip in efficacy of both types was found in mid-career teachers and those in the 30 - 44 years
age group. Slightly lower teacher efficacy levels were found in teachers who had personal
experience with people with special needs. Differences were found between the categories
of students ranked as most difficult or rewarding to teach when high and low efficacy scores
were considered. Teachers across all efficacy levels ranked the most effective support
needs similarly. In the next chapter the results will be discussed in relation to previous
research and theoretical perspectives on efficacy.

Discussion
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5 DISCUSSION
INTRODUCTION

The aim of the study was to identify current efficacy levels of teachers in the context of
inclus.ive classroom teaching and to ,identify how teacher efficacy is developed. In order to
address the study's aims teacher efficacy levels were collected and compared to
professional pathways to discover any relationships. Associations between teacher efficacy
levels and teacher attitudes to a variety of student categories were also examined. It was
hypothesised that there would be a wide range of efficacy levels reported and that these
would tend towards low. The research was expected to reveal low levels of training in
inclusive education and that where it was present, the topics covered would be limited. A
number of hypotheses regarding professional pathways were tested to examine the
researchers' belief that there would be a positive association between efficacy and
experience, age, and teacher education (in a number of contexts).

TEACHER EFFICACY LEVELS

It was expected that the data would show a wide range of efficacy levels with the results
tending towards low scores. As described in the methodology chapter, the teacher efficacy
variables were analysed to fall into two subscale variables; student based efficacy and
inclusive class based efficacy. The highest possible efficacy score was eight, indicating that
teachers believed they had 'a great deal' of influence on the outcome presented, through to
zero, indicating no influence at all.
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Interestingly 23 participants scored in the high range for both efficacy subscale variables and
15 in the low range for both subscale variables indicating that there is some correlation
between efficacies in each construct.

STUDENT BASED EFFICACY

It was predicted that there would be a wide range of efficacy scores, and results show this is
correct. There was a standard deviation of 1 .17 for student based efficacy and a range of
4.75, a considerable difference when the scoring ranged from O - 8. The mean of scores for
student based efficacy was 6.05 and the median 6.12; this is in contrast to the hypotheses of
scores tending towards low. Considering a median score of 4 for efficacy (being the middle
point of the Likert scale) this result indicates that the efficacy level of teachers' ability to
teach individual students in an inclusive classroom actually tends towards the higher end of
the scale.

INCLUSIVE CLASS BASED EFFICACY

For inclusive class based efficacy the results were similar. Again, efficacy levels were
expected to represent a wide range and tend towards low. In this group the mean was
slightly lower at 5.97 and the median score was 6. These results are again higher than
expected considering the median score from the Likert scale was 4. The hypothesis that
there would be a wide range of results was supported by the data with a standard deviation
of 1.03 and a range of 5.0 for this group.

IMPACT OF INCLUSIVE CLASSROOMS

It was expected that the qualitative data would show an overall negative attitude to inclusive
classrooms and the impact they have on teachers. This hypothesis was supported with all
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participants reporting that their teaching was impacted by the inclusion of students with
special needs.
When asked if an inclusive classroom was the most effective way to teach all students the
response was overwhelmingly negative, supporting the researcher's predictions. Forty two
percent of teachers included negative connotations in their response. This is reflective of the
findings of Minke, Bear, Deemer and Griffin (1996) that most teachers do not believe that
inclusive classrooms work. .Interestingly the groups with high efficacy scores in either
category of efficacy noted the negative effects of inclusive classrooms on the students with
special needs. The trend was not repeated for negative effects on mainstream students. This
could be explained by the increased confidence of teachers that they can successfully cater
to the needs of students, thus negating any negative effects on mainstream students.

The next largest group of 34% did not definitively answer whether inclusive classrooms were
positive or negative, many qualifying their answer with respect to the degree of special
needs. In other words the nature of the special need or disabling condition influences a
teacher's attitude towards inclusive classrooms. This concurs with Levins, Bornholt and
Lennon (2005) who also found that the degree of acceptance of inclusion is associated with
the type and grade of the special need.

PARTICIPATION IN TRAINING FOR INCLUSIVE EDUCATION

PRE-SERVICE TRAINING

The prediction that teachers would have l,imited participation in inclusive education training
was supported by the data. Twenty four participants (48%) reported little or no training in
inclusive classrooms during their pre-service education. This is consistent with findings of
other studies (Spandagu, Evans & Little 2008 ; W1
i nter 2006). Just under half the participants
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indicated they had participated in some training on behavioural problems during their preservice training, representing the largest category of special needs education.
The area of initial education training in special education was largely ignored in the literature
until recent times. This could provide an explanation for the limited participation in, and
content of, pre-service teacher education courses in relation to special education. As the
inclusion movement gathers momentum in Australia, the need to address teacher efficacy
and this important stage has been identified and teacher education programs adjusted to
meet demands. A repetition of this research in ten years is likely to show vastly different
results.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

It was hypothesised that there would be limited participation in professional development
around inclusive teaching. The data collected in this study supported this hypothesis. Twenty
eight percent of participants indicated they had not participated in professional development
on inclusive education. The average time spent on inclusive teaching professional
development was close to forty hours. One participant reported they had engaged in over
300 hours of professional development, it is suggested that this teacher had completed a
post-graduate qualification in special education.
Teaching is a highly demanding profession and there is a requirement for teachers to keep
up with current research and best practice strategies. The most effective way for schools to
ensure this occurs is through engaging teachers in professional development. However,
there is a limited time and monetary budget available to provide this training and the topics
must be carefully considered. This would explain the limited participation in inclusive
education training as general curriculum and content issues take precedence for
professional development (Pearce, Campbell-Evans & Gray 2010).
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TEACHER EFFICACY AND PROFESSIONAL PATHWAYS
TEACHER AGE

The prediction that teacher efficacy levels would have a positive relationship with teacher
age was not supported by the data. Bandura (1994) suggests that this could be explained as
people having " many pathways through life and, at any given period, people vary
substantially in how efficaciously they manage their lives" (p74). These findings are
supported by a 2002 study by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy who also failed to find
any significant differences for age when compared to efficacy. There have been however a
number of studies that have shown weak signification positive correlations between age and
teaching efficacy ( Coladarci and Breton 1997; Hoy and Woolfolk 1993). Results for this
analysis could be affected by the participant group and their teaching professional pathways.

TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Results from this study indicate that teaching experience has no significant effect on teacher
efficacy. This contradicts the prediction that there would be a positive relationship between
these two variables. The data did reveal a slight dip in the means of both student based and
inclusive class based efficacy for mid-career teachers. One possible explanation for this
decline is that teachers enter the workforce with a positive opinion of inclusive education and
a high level of efficacy in their teaching ability as a result of pre-service education programs
and professional experience. Bandura's work on se'lf-efficacy identifies mastery experiences
as the most important antecedent of efficacy. If experiences in early teaching do not equate
with those of pre-service education a decline in efficacy would be expected as the
efficacious effects of the pre-service experience is eroded by reality. Woolfolk-Hoy and
Burke Spero (2005) noted a decline in teachers' efficacy levels over the first years of
teaching providing support to this theory.
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A second possible explanation can be built around Bandura's social cognitive theory (1997)
and the sources of efficacy. It was hypothesised that mastery experience and vicarious
experience (in the form of teaching experience) would affect efficacy. Teachers in the early
stages of their career are provided with a mentor to guide and help them. Often, the mentor
provides opportunities to observe other successful teachers thus building efficacy through
vicarious experience. As the teacher progresses in their career, the support mechanisms
are retracted, effectively removing or reducing the sources of vicarious experience.

PERSONAL EXPERIENCE

The hypotheses that there would be a positive association between personal experience
with special needs and teacher efficacy was not supported by the results of this study. It was
expected that any amount of personal experience a teacher had with people with special
needs would have a positive effect on their efficacy. This expectation was again based on
Bandura's work indicating that experience, both mastery and vicarious has the ability to
boost efficacy levels. The concept of emotional and psychological arousal was also
considered when making this prediction. It was expected that having personal experience
would make the teacher more comfortable and confident around people with special needs
and so increase their teaching efficacy for students with special needs. It can be concluded
from this study that personal experience with people with special needs does not transfer to
the teaching context as an increase in efficacy.

INITIAL TEACHER EDUCATION

The research was expected to show a positive correlation between initial teacher education
and efficacy. In this case the prediction was not supported by the data and no significant
relationship was identified. However, a difference of 0.38 in the mean between groups
reporting none or little inclusive education in their pre-service training and those reporting fair
to extensive content indicates that there is a weak correlation between the two.
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These results are in contrast to results in the literature which suggests a positive relationship
between the two constructs (Brownell and Pajares 1999). One possible reason for this finding
may be that once a teacher is actively teaching the realities of teaching replace knowledge
gained during pre-service education and mastery experiences replace theoretical
knowledge. Some studies have confirmed that whilst teacher efficacy is high among preservice teachers it is quickly reduced when a teacher enter the workforce (Durgunoglu &
Hughes 201 O; Woodcock 2011; Woolfolk-Hoy & Spereo 2005)

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Data collected during this study shows no relationship between teacher efficacy and
professional development. The literature around professional development and teacher
efficacy reports mixed results suggesting there is scope for more research in this area.
Professional development courses tend to be general in subject matter and offer a 'one
shot' experience of professional learning. They are usually a single workshop on one aspect
of teaching and rarely have follow up sessions. Budgets for professional development are
limited and topics relating to inclusion only one of the many needs of teachers to be covered.
These restrictions may provide an explanation of the findings of this study of no association
between professional development and efficacy. Robinson and Carrington (2002) found that
the conventional method of teacher professiona I development does not work for inclusive
1

schooling related topics as teachers see no benefit in participating in development in which
they have no input and which bears little resemblance to their own classroom.
Other literature contrasts with the findings in this study. Hsien, Brown and Bartoli (2009) and
Buell, Hallam, Gamel-Mccormick and Scheer (2010) found that participation in professional
development was associated with higher teacher efficacy levels. Hsien et al found that
teachers with post-graduate qualifications in special education were more positive about
inclusion and more efficacious about teaching in an inclusive classroom. Results from this
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study were not able to be compared as participants were not asked about qualifications.
Professional development opportunities are thought to affect teachers' efficacy beliefs by
compelling teachers to think critically and actively to behave to improve their classrooms and
pedagogical practices (Henson 2001 ). Other research has shown research where teachers
play a participatory role is more effective in boosting efficacy than the traditional model
(Robinson and Carrington 2002).

INDEPENDENT RESEARCH AND TRAINING

Participation in some form of independent research or training was expected to have a
positive association with efficacy levels. This prediction was supported with both student
based efficacy and inclusive class based efficacy having a significant relationship with
independent research and training. Efficacy levels were higher in both groups where the
teacher had participated in some form of independent learning. Independent learning tends
to be more specific in nature than professional development and is usually undertaken to
address a specific need or interest. Pearce, Campbell-Evans and Gray (2010) identify the
need for student specific knowledge rather than broad categorical information that may
never be used and is deemed irrelevant by participating teachers.
A possible explanation for the positive association between teacher efficacy and
independent research is the personal effect. When a research subject has personal meaning
to the participant it takes on a higher level of importance. If a teacher has a student with a
special need in their class they are likely to undertake independent research or training to
improve their knowledge around the specific need. This in turn leads to an increase in
teacher efficacy when the new knowledge is employed in the classroom. When a person has
an interest in a subject, they are more likely to seek out and absorb information around it.
This personal stake in research or training could help explain the positive association
between participation in independent research and teacher efficacy. As previously
discussed, professional development opportunities for teachers where they have input into
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the topics and actually participate in the research may present a way to link the benefits of
independent research with professional development.

TEACHER ATTITUDES

There is little written in the literature about teacher efficacy for teaching in an inclusive
classroom and different categories of special needs. This research examined the attitudes of
teachers to nine categories of students in regards to the difficulty and reward to teach and
analysed these findings against teacher efficacy levels for inclusive teaching. It also asked
teachers to nominate the most needed topics of professional development (in relation to
categories of special needs) and to rate the most effective means of support I an inclusive
classroom. Hwang and Evans (2011) found that the severity and category of the special
need influenced teacher attitudes towards their participation in an inclusive classroom.

WHICH STUDENTS ARE THE MOST DIFFICULT TO TEACH?

Participants were asked to rank nine categories of students according to how difficult they
found them to teach; a score of 1 indicating the most difficult to teach and nine the least.
Categories were: physical disability; mild intellectual disability; moderate to severe
intellectual disability; non-English speaking background; Autism spectrum; behavioural
problems; gifted and talented; language processing disorder and other learning difficulties.
The lowest scoring category was students with a moderate to severe intellectual disability
(2.51 ). This response can be explained by the very limited number of these students enrolled
in general schools. A majority of students in this category attend special schools and so the
teachers included in this study would have had little to no experience with such students and
could anticipate difficulties teaching them in an inclusive classroom.
Students with a behavioural problem ranked next at 2.79. This result is aligned with the
findings of Pearce, Campbell-Evans and Gray (2010) who reported that most of the
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participating teachers in their study expressed managing students with challenging
behaviours was the most difficult part of teaching. The difficulty with behavioural problems is
there is no one 'fix' or strategy that will work for all students. Each student presents an
individual set of behavioural stimuli and reactions which need to be identified and a unique
management plan devised. The complexity of behavioural management offers an
understanding as to its high ranking by teachers as a difficult category to teach.
Students who fall into the gifted and talented category were ranked the least difficult to teach
with an average rank of 7.30. Gifted and talented students are often viewed as easy to teach
because they do not require extra assistance in the classroom. However, this group of
students, if accommodated correctly, require just as much differentiation than students who
may be struggling and challenge the teacher to provide a suitable curriculum to extend them.
These results, although not entirely surprising, indicate that perhaps gifted and talented
students are not being afforded the attention they really need. Students with physical
disability fol'lowed closely (7.26) which is logical. Once accommodation has been made for
the physical disability, teaching this group of students is much the same as teaching
mainstream.
When removing students with a moderate to severe intellectual disability, teachers with a
high student based efficacy rated students on the Autism spectrum as the most difficult to
teach. This outcome is understandable due to the diverse strategies needed to cater to a
student on the Autism spectrum. Interestingly for teachers with a low student efficacy,
students with behavioural problems were ranked the most difficult to teach. This efficacy
rating relates to interactions with individual students and so this result is not unexpected.
When analysed according to inclusive classroom based efficacy student with a moderate to
severe intellectual disability were again ranked the most difficult to each. Students on the
Autism spectrum were identified as the next most difficult category to teach by teachers with
both low and high inclusive class efficacy. This could be explained by the need for teachers
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to cater to students in the context of the whole classroom and the effect this has on other
students. Students on the Autism spectrum often have high needs with regards to routines,
curriculum differentiation and behaviour management strategies making them a high
demand category of student to teach.

WHICH STUDENTS ARE THE MOST REWARDING TO TEACH?

Participants were asked to rank the same categories for the reward to teach. It was expected
that the reward to teach rankings would correlate to the difficult to teach results. This was not
the case. When the group was analysed as a whole students with a mild intellectual disability
were ranked as the most rewarding to teach, with an average rank of 5 this group did not
rank highly for difficulty to teach. This could be explained by teachers believing they are
reaping the rewards of the hard work that goes into differentiating the curriculum when a
student with a mild intellectual disability experiences success, although they do not find this
a hard group of students to have in the classroom. Students with behavioural problems were
ranked the least rewarding to teach. This could be because of the extra 'teacher time' that is
spent managing behaviours rather than in quality teaching.
When analysed according to student based efficacy, the results were interesting. Teachers
who scored in the high range for student based efficacy ranked six groups of students very
closely: mild intellectual disability 4.12; moderate to severe intellectual disability 4.40; nonEnglish speaking background 4.84; Autism spectrum 4. 76; behavioural problems 4.84 and
language processing disorder 4.92. These results indicate that the participants with a high
student efficacy find almost all students rewarding to teach. An explanation could be that as
this efficacy deals with individual students, each student's success is seen as rewarding by
the teachers. Teachers with a low level of student based efficacy identified students on the
Autism spectrum as the least rewarding to teach. At the other end of the scale, students with
a mild intellectual disability were deemed the most rewarding to teach. A possible
explanation for these results is presented in the above discussion.
1
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Inclusive class based efficacy looks at the classroom as a whole. It is not surprising then, to
find that teachers who scored in the high range for inclusive class based efficacy had very
close average scores across the range of categories. Scores ranged from 4.10 to 5.81
(excluding other learning difficulties). This result was expected - when a teacher is confident
in their abilities to effectively teach an inclusive class it appears they receive reward from
teaching all students. Participants who scored in the low range for inclusive class based
efficacy nominated students with a mild intellectual disability and students from a nonEnglish speaking background as the most rewarding to teach. It could be that these
categories of students present the most 'instant' reward to teachers. They are able to see
the effectiveness of their teaching quite quickly with these groups, represented in small
successes in individual learning experiences, rather than the more longitudinal reward of
achieving success a student on the Autism spectrum. The spread of averages was much
larger in this group showing that the level of reward varies from group to group.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS

Using the same nine categories, participants were asked to rank their needs for professional
development. Expectedly, teachers ranked students with behavioural problems as their most
pressing need for professional development. This aligns with the results of this study which
found this category ranked highly on all analyses of difficulty to teach categories.
Professional development around students on the Autism spectrum was also highly ranked
with an average rank of 3.86. Again this result was as anticipated with the diagnoses of
Autism increasing at rapid rates and the prevalence of students on the Autism spectrum in
mainstream classrooms increasing accordingly. Teachers reported the physical disability
category as least needing professional development opportunities. This too is
understandable as modifications for students with physical disabilities are often restricted to
the physical environment and material resources which do not require high levels of
professional development.

142

It would be expected that professional development requirements should align with the most
student categories deemed most difficult to teach. For both high and low scores in student
based efficacy, professional development in the areas of behavioural problems and the
Autism spectrum were rated highly. This was expected based on earlier results from the
difficulty to teach data. The area of ,least need was physical disabilities for both groups.
When the results were analysed according to inclusive class based efficacy an interesting
discrepancy in professional development needs was identified. Teachers who scored in the
high range ranked training for teaching students from non-English speaking backgrounds at
the bottom of their development needs, whilst those with low efficacy in this area ranked
them at the top. This resU'lt was unexpected as the high efficacy group ranked this category
as one of the least difficult to teach indicating they were confident in their ability to provide
effective teaching and learning experience to suit this group of students. It may be that
teachers believe they could do more to help this group and so have ranked them highly on
professional development needs.

EFFECTIVE SUPPORT

Participants were given six methods of teacher support and were asked to rank them
according to the most effective means of supporting them in an inclusive classroom. The
options were: more comprehensive initial teacher education; professional development;
more in olass-support (teacher aides); extra material resources; limited number of students
with special needs in a class and smaller class sizes. When analysed as a whole group the
need for more in class support was highlighted as the most effective means of support. This
is not surprising as teacher aides are usually skilled in the specific needs of students and
can work with the targeted students leav,ing the teacher free to wonk with the rest of the
class. Lower class sizes and limited number of students with special needs in each class
also ranked highly. More comprehensive initial teacher education was ranked as the lowest
effective support means. This too was an expected result as teachers could view this as not
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pertaining to them anymore. Results were the same when data was analysed according to
efficacy scores for both student and inclusive based efficacy.
As a result of the findings from this study possibilities for adaptations of practice and
directions for future research have been illuminated. These recommendations are presented
in the next chapter.

Recommendations
And
Conclusion
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6 CONCLUSION
The present study adds to the research on teacher efficacy by establishing current teacher
efficacy levels and examining the antecedents of the efficacy for teaching in inclusive
classrooms among primary school teachers in South-West Sydney and the lllawarra. In
particular, the professional pathways of teachers were examined to identify relationships
between experience, training and teacher efficacy. This research adds to earlier work
indicating that independent training or research is positively associated with greater teacher
efficacy for students and classrooms.
The relationship between teacher efficacy levels and professional pathways in relation to
inclusive classrooms is complex. There are many variables that potentially affect teacher
efficacy levels and it is often impossible to look at these variables in isolation from each
other. However, this study has shown that it is independent research or training that boosts
teacher efficacy in an inclusive classroom.
The study collected questionnaire response data from in-service teachers in the South West
Sydney and lllawarra regions of New South Wales. The data revealed that there is a wide
range of efficacy levels in teachers in regards to teaching in an inclusive classroom.
Unexpectedly, the data tended towards the high end of the scale with means of 6.05 and
5.97 for student based efficacy and inclusive class based efficacy respectively.
All participants indicated they had experience teaching students with special needs and 40%
reported personal experience with people with special needs. As predicted in the research
hypothesis participation in pre-service education in inclusive education was found to be
limited both in quantity and content matter. The same trend was repeated with participation
levels in professional development pertaining to inclusive education. The data did show that
42% of responding teachers had completed some form of independent research or training
relating to inclusive education.
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Completion of independent research or training was found to have a significant positive
relationship with teacher efficacy. This finding could provide the basis for an argument to
restructure existing professional development programs in inclusive education. Contrary to
predictions drawn from the literature, there were no other significant relationships identified
between teacher efficacy and other variables of experience and training (at pre-service or inservice levels).

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PRACTICE

Whilst teacher efficacy levels for inclusive teaching were higher than predicted, there is still
much that can be done to further boost them. This study's findings on the ability of
independent research or training to increase teacher efficacy levels suggest the current
professional development models for teachers need to be redesigned. At present
professional development tends to be one shot general approach to training and teachers
have no input into the subjects covered nor the method of delivery. When a teacher engages
in independent research it tends to be targeted toward their own interests or specific need.
Professional development opportunities where teachers have more control over the content
and design would be beneficial.
Offering teachers more opportunities to observe successful inclusive teaching would boost
efficacy by providing vicarious experiences to teachers. If the teachers were then able to
repeat the lesson in an inclusive classroom it would have the added benefit of providing
mastery experience. Allowing teachers release from their classrooms to observe other
classrooms with similar student demographics in their own, or other schools could provide
the link between independent research and professional development.

Pre-service teachers would benefit from the inclusion of practical experience within their
special education subjects. Students are taught in mass lectures with little opportunity for
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interaction and certainly no 'real life' observations or experiences. If a student completes
their professional experiences in classrooms which do not have diverse student populations
they will graduate from university with either a highly inflated teacher efficacy or a low
teacher efficacy (for inclusive teaching) because of lack of experience, both mastery and
vicarious. Including experience in diverse classrooms would provide pre-service teachers
with a taste of reality before they begin work and hopefully reduce the decline in teacher
efficacy over the early teaching years.
Considering the dip in efficacy levels of mid-career teachers this would be the opportune
time to offer incentives to pursue independent research or training, or extra release for
observations. A program similar to pre-service teacher professional experience could be
established where mid-career teachers spend an extended period with a teacher qualified in
special education to observe and participate in best practice teaching for students with
special needs. This would provide opportunities to learn more about the specific needs of
1

groups of students which could be transferred to their own classroom.
Overwhelmingly, the participants in this study indicated that the most effective means of
support to them in an inclusive classroom is teacher aides. Teacher aides are usually
assigned to one student and their appointment is based on individual funding assessment.
An alternative to extra teacher aide time could be to explore the introduction of team
1

teaching on a 'part time' basis. A specialised special education teacher could be shared
amongst a few inclusive classrooms and could be a valuable resource for both planning and
teaching lessons and in classroom management strategies. This would boost teacher
efficacy by providing both vicarious and mastery experiences as well as providing the extra
in class support that teachers indicated they need.
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LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

The study investigated teachers' efficacy to effectively teach all students in an inclusive
classroom, and the relationship of this to professional pathways. The data cannot be
interpreted causally and are correlational. The poor response rate for the questionnaire
limited the sample size, but still yielded enough responses to analyse statistically and
generalise findings.
Self-efficacy is a self-report measure and so like all measures of self-report can reflect
accommodation to the interviewer. This is a potential problem for any questionnaire based
research (Creswell 2010). Some participants may have been influenced by what they
thought the researcher wanted them to say; or what 'the sodally correct response' may have
been. However, this would have been mitigated by the anonymous written format.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Although there is much literature surrounding the importance of teacher efficacy on student
outcomes, there has been little comparative research into the background variables that are
associated with teacher efficacy at different stages in teachers' careers. Future research
could examine the most effective methods of boosting teacher efficacy at different junctures
of their career and the maintenance of increased efficacy levels. Replication of this study
with the inclusion of a question collecting data on teacher qualification would be beneficial to
ascertain the effect of further qualification in special education on teacher efficacy and
whether different types of qualification aid in the maintenance of efficacy. Reassigning of the
student categories used would provide more specific information (removal of the moderate to
severe intellectual disability and other learning difficulties with more specific special needs).
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There is very little experimental or longitudinal research into teacher efficacy and even less
in the area of teacher efficacy in inclusive classrooms. The literature that is available
provides cross-sectional snapshots of teacher efficacy both in the general context and when
related to inclusive classrooms. To fully understand the relationships between the sources of
efficacy and the antecedents of any change in efficacy beliefs, an in-depth study of teachers
is necessary. The implementation of professional development programs refined in light of
current research and pre and post-tests of efficacy would highlight the effectiveness of the
programs. Longitudinal research could be used to test for longevity of increases in efficacy
as a result of the targeted professional development and/or independent research or
training.
This area of research would benefit from action research by teachers targeted to suit their
own specific needs. As independent research was shown to have a positive association with
teacher efficacy for inclusive classroom teaching it follows that this is where professional
development shou'ld be aimed. More participatory teacher research where teachers identify
specific development needs and are involved in the planning an implementation of training
would be beneficial.

CONCLUSION

This study has presented results suggesting teachers' efficacy for teaching in inclusive
classrooms can be boosted by participation in independent research or training. It has
identified dips in teacher efficacy during a teacher's career and examined the attitudes of
teachers to different categories of students with special needs in relation to efficacy levels.
As the level of inclusion in schools grows, it is vital that they receive support to develop their
teacher efficacy. Teacher efficacy has been recognised as an important contributing factor to
student outcomes and as such more research into its antecedents is warranted. This
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research suggests a rethink of the current model of professional development to deliver
targeted learning opportunities for teachers that are more hands on and longitudinal.
Training for teachers in inclusive education should be specifically designed to meet the
needs of their classrooms and career stage .
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QUESTIONNA'IHE
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Survey of Teachers' Confidence and Attitudes to Teaching an Inclusive
Classroom

This instrument is designed to investigate teachers' perceptions of their ability to teach an inclusive
classroom. The survey should take about 15 minutes to complete. Do not put your name on the paper.
Please be sure to answer every question on the front and back of all sheets. There are no correct or
incorrect answers. We are only interested in your frank opinions. Your responses are confidential. If you
would like to further participate by being involved in a 30 minute interview please write your email address
in the indicated space. Thank you for taking the time to be involved in this study.

Please respond to the following demographic information. Circle the response that best describes you .

1

Gender

2

Age

3

Where do you
teach?

4

What position do you currently hold?

5

How many years of teaching experience do O - 3
you have?

Male

Female
Years

Primary School

High School

3-5

10 - 20

6- 10

20+

!'he .following que~tions .relate to .teacher education/ professional development you have participated
m with regards to mclus1ve teachmg practices.

6

Please indicate the amount of training you received on teaching in an inclusive classroom during your
initial teacher education.

0
(No
training)
7

1
(little)

2
(some)

3

4

(fair amount) (a lot)

5
(Extensiv
e)

Which of the following topics were specifically covered? {please circle all applicable)
Students with:

Physical disabilities

Non-English Speaking
Background

Mild intellectual disabilities

Behavioural
problems

Autism Spectrum

Gifted & Talented

Moderate/Severe intellectual disabilities
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Language processing disorder
8

Have you completed any professional development
since completing your initial teacher education with
regards to teaching in an inclusive classroom?

9

If yes, please estimate the number of hours completed

Other learning difficulties

Yes

No

hours
~~~~~~~~~

10 Which of the following topics were specifically covered? (please circle all applicable)
Students with:

Physical disabilities

Non-English Speaking
Background

Mild intellectual disabilities

Behavioural
problems

Autism Spectrum

Gifted & Talented

Moderate/Severe intellectual disabilities
Language processing disorder

11

Other learning difficulties

Have you independently researched or attended
Yes
training since completing your initial teacher education
with regards to teaching in an inclusive classroom?

No

If yes, please estimate the number of hours completed

hours
~~~~~~~~-

12 Which of the following topics were specifically covered? (please circle all applicable)
Students with:

Physical disabilities

Non-English Speaking
Background

Mild intellectual disabilities

Behavioural
problems

Autism Spectrum

Gifted & Talented

Moderate/Severe intellectual disabilities
Language processing disorder

Other learning difficulties

The following questions relate to your personal experiences

13 Please indicate if you have experience with the following (please tick all app'licable)
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Relative

Currently Have taught Self
teaching

Friend

People with a physical disability
People with a mild intellectual disability
People with a moderate/severe intellectual disability
People with a non-English speaking background
People with a behavioural problem(s)
People on the Autism Spectrum
People identified as gifted and/or talented
People with a language processing disorder(s)
People with other learning difficulties

14

If you are currently teaching any of the following please indicate the number
'
Number of students you are currently
teaching

Students with a mild intellectual disability
Students with a moderate/severe intellectual disability
Students with a non-English speaking background
Students with a behavioural problem(s)
Students on the Autism Spectrum
Students identified as gifted and/or talented
Students with a language processing disorder(s)
Students with other learning difficulties

The following questions relate to teaching in an inclusive classroom. Please rate your opinion on
each of the statements below. 0 =you cannot do anything, 4 you have some influence and 8 you can
do a great deal.

15 How much can you do to control behaviour in an inclusive
classroom?
Nothing

Very Little

0

1

Some Influence

2

3

4

Quite a
Bit

5

A Great
Deal

6

7

8
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16 How much can you do to motivate students in an inclusive classroom who show low interest in school
work?

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

8

7

17 How much can you do to get students in an inclusive classroom to believe they can do well in school
work?
0

1

2

3

4

6

5

7

8

7

8

7

8

18 How much can you do to help your students in an inclusive classroom value learning?
0

1

2

3

4

6

5

19 To what extent can you craft good questions for your students in an inclusive classroom?

0

1

Nothing

20

3

Very Little

4

6

5

A Great

Quite a
Bit

Some Influence

Deal

In an inclusive classroom how much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?

0
21

2

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

How much can you do to calm a student who is noisy or disruptive in an inclusive classroom?

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

22 In an inclusive classroom how well can you establish a classroom management system with each
group of students?

0
23

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

7

8

How much can you use a var,iety of assessment strategies in an inclusive classroom?

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

24 To what extent, in an inclusive classroom, can you provide an alternative explanation or example
when students are confused?

0
25

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

How much can you assist families from an inclusive classroom in helping their children do well in
school?

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
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26

How well can you implement alternative strategies in an inclusive classroom?

0
27

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Please rank the following categories of students from 1 to 9 in difficulty to teach in an inclusive
classroom (1 being the most difficult). Please use each number once.
Students with a physical disability
Students with a mild intellectual disability
Students with a moderate/severe intellectual disability
Students with a non-English speaking background
Students with a behavioural problem(s)
Students on the Autism
Spectrum
Students identified as gifted and/or talented
Students with a language processing disorder(s)
Students with other learning difficulties

28

Please rank the following categories of students from 1 to 9 in the amount of reward involved in
teaching in an inclusive classroom (1 being the most rewarding). Pleasae use each number once.
Students with a physical disability
Students with a mild intellectual disability
Students with a moderate/severe intellectual disability
Students with a non-English speaking background
Students with a behavioural problem(s)
Students on the Autism
Spectrum
Students identified as gifted and/or talented
Students with a language processing disorder(s)
Students with other learning difficulties

29

How do you define an inclusive classroom?

30

Does the presence of students with special needs change the way you teach and manage your
classroom? How?

8
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31

Do you believe an inclusive classroom is an effective way to teach all students? Why or why not?

32

Please rank the following according to your needs for professional development from 1 to 9 ( 1 being
the most needed). Please use each number once.
Students with a physical disability
Students with a mild intellectual disability
Students with a moderate/severe intellectual disability
Students with a non-English speaking background
Students with a behavioural problem(s)
Students on the Autism
Spectrum
Students identified as gifted and/or talented
Students with a language processing disorder(s)
Students with other learning difficulties

33 What would most effectively support you in being able teach an inclusive classroom? Please rank the
following - 1 being the most effective.
More comprehensive initial teacher
education
Professional development
More in-class support (aides)
Extra material resources
Limited number of special needs students in each
class
Smaller class sizes

I
11

Thank you for your participation.
If you have indicated on the consent form that you would like to be further involved in this research by
participating in a thirty minute interview, please write your email address below and the researcher
will be in contact.

168

APPENDIX

2

PILOT INFORMATION

169

INITIAL TESTING

Three Primary teachers initially completed the questionnaire. The teachers were teaching
different stages in the same school and had differing amounts of teaching experience.

RESPONDENT COMMENTS
All participants reported that they were able to complete the survey in the suggested time
(15 minutes) and that they found the questions unambiguous and easy to answer. They all
reported that they found the experience enjoyable and were comfortable answering all
questions.

Two of the teachers identified an issue with two questions on the questionnaire where they
were asked to rank from 1 - 8 and there were nine categories.

RESEARCHER COMMENTS
Each respondent appropriately completed the demographic section of the questionnaire.

Each respondent appropriately completed the efficacy section of the questionnaire.

As suggested by the respondents, questions 28 and 29 require a wording change to include
the range 1 - 9.

Question 29 (which refers to reward involved in teaching different student categories) was
answered inappropriately by one respondent and will need to be reworded. The respondent
gave a ranking of 1 (most rewarding) for all student categories.

Question 32 (which refers to professional development requirements) was answered
inappropriately by one respondent and will need to be reworded. The respondent did not

170

provide any ranking but wrote a comment describing all professional development as being
of equal importance.

In answering question 30 (which asks the respondent to define an inclusive classroom) one
respondent appeared to have copied a textbook type answer. The question will need to be
reworded to ask for the teacher's own definition.

SECOND ROUND OF PILOTING
The changes suggested by the initial round of testing were implemented and the
questionnaire comp:leted by a High School teacher.

RESPONDENT COMMENTS

The respondent reported the questionnaire was easy to understand and complete. All
questions were unambiguous and the respondent was comfortable answering them.

The respondent noted a spelling error in question 29.

RESEARCHER COMMENTS

All questions were completed appropriately and the answers provided were within the
expected parameters.

FINAL ROUND OF PILOTING

The spelling error was corrected . A High School teacher completed the questionnaire.

RESEARCHER COMMENTS
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All questions were completed appropriately and the answers provided were within the
expected parameters.

The questionnaire appears to be effective in providing an opportunity for participants to
share their perspectives on self-efficacy in an inclusive classroom.
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Re: Research Project: Teaching in an inclusive classroom: perspectives of primary

and secondary teachers in South West Sydney and the 11/awarra

Dear Principal,

We are writing to let you know of a research project we are undertaking and to ask you to
consider your school's involvement. The project has received research approval from the
NSW DET and from the University of Wollongong.

Over the last 15-20 years, as the philosophy of inclusive education has become the
dominant model for special education, gifted education and ESL policy in Australia,
classrooms have become increasingly diverse. As a result teachers are now required to
effectively teach a wide range of students.

The aim of this project is to determine teachers' attitudes and confidence in teaching
in inclusive classrooms, and what factors are associated with high confidence and
positive attitudes, in primary and secondary schools in South-West Sydney and the
lllawarra.
If your school were to participate, we would seek access to introduce the project to your staff,
this would take approximately five minutes and could occur during a normal staff meeting or
as convenient. Interested teachers would then complete a 15 minute questionnaire at a
convenient time. Teachers who are further interested in participating will provide an email
address, and may be contacted for a follow-up interview.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss the research with you at any time. Please do
not hesitate to contact us (via Caroline 02 4221 4905, or Stuart 02 4221 5038) for further
details about the study.
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Your assistance in this most valuable work would be most appreciated. Thank you in
advance for your consideration of this proposal. We look forward to hearing from you.

Yours sincerely,

Ms Alison Storm (B.Ed. Honours student)
Dr Caroline Jones (Senior Lecturer in Special Education)
Dr Stuart Woodcock (Lecturer in Special Education)
Faculty of Education, University of Wollongong
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PARTICIPATION /NFORMA TION SHEET FOR TEACHERS
Research Project: Teaching in an inclusive classroom: perspectives of primary and

secondary teachers in South West Sydney and the 11/awarra
You are invited to participate in a study by Alison Storm (Honours student in Primary Education,
UOW), supervised by Dr Caroline Jones and Dr Stuart Woodcock (Faculty of Education, UOW). We
are asking if you would like to take part in this project.

PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH

We are trying to find out about what teachers think about teaching in an inclusive classroom. The
information from the study will be used by Alison Storm to write an Honours thesis. We would report
the results in group format to you, your school, and academic audiences (conferences and academic
journals).
Researchers
Ms Alison Storm

Dr Caroline Jones

Dr Stuart Woodcock

Faculty of Education

Faculty of Education

Faculty of Education

02 4221 4905

02 4221 4905

02 4221 5038

ams912@uow.edu.au carjones@uow.edu.au stuartw@uow.edu.au
WHAT IS INVOLVED IN PARTICIPATION

If you choose to participate, we will ask you to complete a written questionnaire that should take
around 15 minutes. Participants will be asked if they would if they would like further participate by
being involved with a 30 minute recorded interview at a later stage in the research. Selection of
interviewees will be randomly selected from those indicating their acceptance to be interviewed (by
providing an email address).

The questionnaire will ask questions about your teaching experience, your teaching education and
your beliefs about, and confidence in, teaching different categories of students.
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The interview will expand on the questionnaire and provide an opportunity to explore your
perspectives in relation to inclusive classroom teaching.

FUNDING AND BENEFITS OF THE RESEARCH

This study is student and staff research and has been funded by a small internal grant from the
Faculty of Education at UOW. The research will benefit the Department of Education, teacher
educators, schools and the wider educational community.

POSSIBLE RISKS, INCONVENIENCES, AND DISCOMFORTS

We do not anticipate any risks for you in participating. Participation is voluntary. You can withdraw
before submitting your questionnaire without giving any reason, and your data would be destroyed. If
you indicate that you would like to proceed to the interview stage and change your mind simply
contact Alison Storm via email or phone (02 4221 4905) and your name will be removed from the
interview participant list. In this case your data can be withdrawn at this point too if you wish.
Confidentiality is assured, and you will not be identified in any part of the research. Only the
researchers will have access to individual teacher information, and this will be coded with numbers to
protect your privacy further.

ETHICS REVIEW AND COMPLAINTS

This information sheet is for you to keep. This study has been reviewed by the Human Research
Ethics Committee (Social Science, Humanities and Behavioural Science) of the Uniiversity of
Wollongong. If you have any concerns or complaints regarding the way in which the research is or
has been conducted, you can contact the University of Wollongong Ethics Officer on (02) 4221 4457.
Thank you for your interest in this study.
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PARTICPANT CONSENT FORM FOR TEACHERS

Research Project: Teaching in an inclusive classroom: perspectives of primary and
secondary teachers in South West Sydney and the 11/awarra

Ms Alison Storm, Dr Caroline Jones, Dr Stuart Woodcock

I (print name) .................................................................. consent to participation in
the research project Teaching in an inclusive classroom: perspectives of primary and

secondary teachers in South West Sydney and the 11/awarra.

I have been given information about the project and have had the opportunity to discuss the
research project with Alison Storm who is doing the research as part of her Honours year in
Primary Education, supervised by Dr Caroline Jones and Dr Stuart Woodcock in the Faculty
of Education at the University of Wollongong.
I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary. I can withdraw from the study
at any time. If I do participate or withdraw, this will not affect my relationship with the
University of Wollongong.
If I have questions about the research, I can contact Alison Storm, Dr Caroline Jones, or Dr
Stuart Woodcock on the emails or phone numbers on the information sheet.
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If I have any concerns or complaints regarding the way in which the research is or has been
conducted, I know I can contact the University of Wollongong Ethics Officer on (02) 4221
4457.

By signing below I am indicating my consent to:

D
D

Participation in the written questionnaire

Participation in the recorded interview

I understand that the data collected from my participation will be used as the basis for an
Honours thesis in Education, and may be included in a subsequent journal article and
conference presentation, and I consent for it to be used in that manner.

Signed:

Date:

181

APPENDIX

6

Factor Analysis and Reliability Tests
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Rotated Component Matrixa

Component
1'

2

1

3

Q15 - Control Behaviour

.456:

.549

.388iI

Q16 - Motivate Students

.371

.734

.110

Q17 - Believe they can do

.289

.820

.119

Q18 - Value Learning

.368

.824

-.016

Q19 - Craft Good Questions

.640

.407

-5.917E-5

020 - Follow Classroom

.749

.473

.089

-.083

.489

-.478

.750

.319

.141

-.037

.207

.767

.859

.014

-.084

025 - Assist Familes

.628

.240

-.355

026 -Implement Alternative

.769

.330

.232

I

well

Rules
021 - Calm Noisy/Disruptive
Students
022 - Classroom Mangement
with Groups
023 - Variety of Assessment
Strategies
024 - Provide Alternative
Explanations/Examples

Strategies
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.
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Rotated Component Matrixa
Component
1

2

Q15 - Control Behaviour

.375

.705

Q16 - Motivate Students

.428

.684

Q17 - Believe they can do

.365

.753

Q18 - Value Learning

.486

.682

Q19 - Craft Good Questions

.658

.377

020 - Follow Classroom

.738

.491

.179

.106

.694

.398

-.272

.615

.821

.028

Q25 - Assist Familes

.745

.032

026 -Implement Alternative

.680

.462

well

Rules
Q21 - Calm Noisy/Disruptive
Students
Q22 - Classroom
Management with Groups
Q23 - Variety of Assessment
Strategies
Q24 - Provide Alternative
Explanations/Examples

Strategies
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
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Component One
019 (qS)
T o what extent can you craft good questions for your students in an inclusive classroom?

020 (q6)
In an inclusive classroom how much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?

022 (q8)
In an inclusive classroom how well can you establish a classroom management system with
each group of students?

024 (q10)
To what extent, in an inclusive classroom, can you provide an alternative explanation or
example when students are confused?

025 (q11)
How much can you assist families from an inclusive classroom in helping their children do
well in school?

026 (q12)
How well can you implement alternative strategies in an inclusive classroom?

Case Processing Summary
N
Cases

Valid
Excludeda
Total

%

50

100.0

0

.0

50

100.0
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Case Processing Summary
N

%
,1

Cases

Valid
Excluded8
Total

50

100.0

0

.0

50

100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the
procedure.

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha

N of Items

.883

6

Component Two
Q15(q1)
How much can you do to control behaviour in an inclusive classroom?

016 (q2)
How much can you do to motivate students in an inclusive classroom who show low interest
in school?

017 (q3)
How much can you do to get students tin an inclusive classroom to believe they can do well
in school work?

018 (q4)
How much can you do to help your students in an inclusive classroom value learning?
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Case Processing Summary
%

N
Cases

Valid
Excludeda
Total

50

100.0

0

.0

50

100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the
procedure.

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha

N of Items

.875

4
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Demographic Information
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Gender
Cumulative

!

Valid

Valid Percent

Percent

Frequency

Percent

8

16.0

16.0

16.0

Female

42

84.0

84.0

100.0

Total

50

100.0

100.0

I

Male
!

!

Age
Cumulative
Frequency

Valid

Percent

Percent

Valid Percent

22

2

4.0

4.0

4.0

23

1

2.0

2.0

6.0

24

1

2.0

2.0

8.0

25

4

8.0

8.0

16.0

26

2

4.0

4.0

20.0

27

3

6.0

6.0

26.0

28

2

4.0

4.0

30.0
I

30

1

2.0

2.0

32.0

31

1

2.0

2.0

34.0

32

1

2.0

2.0

36.0

33

2

4.0

4.0

40.0

34

1

2.0

2.0

42.0
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35

3

6.0

6.0

48.0

36

1

2.0

2.0

50.0

37

1

2.0

2.0

52.0

38

2

4.0

4.0

56.0

39

1

2.0

2.0

58.0

40

2

4.0

4.0

62.0

41

1

2.0

2.0

64.0

43

2

4.0

4.0

68.0

45

1

2.0

2.0

70.0

46

1

2.0

2.0

72.0

47

1

2.0

2.0

74.0

49

1

2.0

2.0

76.0

50

3

6.0

6.0

82.0

52

2

4.0

4.0

86.0

53

1

2.0

2.0

88.0

55

1

2.0

2.0

90.0

56

1

2.0

2.0

92.0

57

1

2.0

2.0

94.0

58

1

2.0

2.0

96.0

60

1

2.0

2.0

98.0

64

1

2.0

2.0

100.0

50

100.0

100.0

Total
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Years of Experience
Cumulative
Percent

Frequency

Valid

Valid Percent

Percent

0-3

8

16.0

16.0

16.0

3-5

7

14.0

14.0

30.0

6-10

9

18.0

18.0

48.0

10-20

11

22.0

22.0

70.0

20+

15

30.0

30.0

100.0

Total

50

100.0

100.0

Amount of Initial Training
Cumulative
Frequency

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

0

7

14.0

14.0

14.0

1

17

34.0

34.0

48.0

2

18

36.0

36.0

84.0

3

7

14.0

14.0

98.0

4

1

2.0

2.0

100.0

50

100.0

100.0

Total
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Professional Development Hours
Cumulative
Frequency

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

0

14

28.0

28.0

28.0

2

1

2.0

2.0

30.0

3

1

2.0

2.0

32.0

4

1

2.0

2.0

34.0

5

2

4.0

4.0

38.0

6

1

2.0

2.0

40.0

8

1

2.0

2.0

42.0

10

6

12.0

12.0

54.0

12

1

2.0

2.0

56.0

20

2

4.0

4.0

60.0

24

1

2.0

2.0

62.0

50

6

12.0

12.0

74.0

60

3

6.0

6.0

80.0

80

1

2.0

2.0

82.0

100

5

10.0

10.0

92.0

200

3

6.0

6.0

98.0

300

1

2.0

2.0

100.0
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Professional Development Hours
Cumulative
Percent

Frequency

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

I

0

14

28 .0

28.0

28.0

2

1

2.0

2.0

30.0

3

1

2.0

2.0

32.0

!

'

I

34.0

4

1

2.0

2.0

5

2

4.0

4.0

38.0

6

1

2.0

2.0

40.0

8

1

2.0

2.0

42.0

10

6

12.0

12.0

54.0

12

1

2.0

2.0

56.0

2

4.0

4.0

60.0

24

1

2.0

2.0

62.0

50

6

12.0

12.0

74.0

60

3

6.0

6.0

20

'

I

80.0
:

80

1

2.0

2.0

82.0

100

5

10.0

10.0

92.0

200

3

6.0

6.0

98.0

300

1

2.0

2.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

I

Total

I

50'
I
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Independent Hours - Professional
Development
Cumulative
Frequency

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Percent

0

29

58.0

58.0

58.0

2

2

4.0

4.0

62.0

4

1

2.0

2.0

64.0

5

2

4.0

4.0

68.0

6

2

4.0

4.0

72.0

10

3

6.0

6.0

78.0

15

1

2.0

2.0

80.0

20

2

4.0

4.0

84.0

22

1

2.0

2.0

86.0

30

2

4.0

4.0

90.0

40

1

2.0

2.0

92.0

60

2

4.0

4.0

96.0

100

2

4.0

4.0

100.0

Total

50

100.0

100.0
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